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ABSTRACT
Records o f  575 c h i l d r e n  eva lua ted  f o r  s p e c i a l  educa t ion  placement were 
analyzed t o  a s s e s s  t h e  d e s c r i p t i v e  v a l i d i t y  o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  as prac­
t i c e d  by Louis iana  pup i l  a p p r a i s a l  teams.  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  c a t e g o r i e s ,  
a s s igned  by the  assessment teams,  in c luded  No S pec ia l  C la s s ,  L e a r n i n g  
D i s a b i l i t y ,  Slow Lea rne r ,  Mild M en ta l ly  R e t a r d e d ,  and M odera te  Men­
t a l l y  Retarded .  R es u l t s  o f  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  were  e v a l u a t e d  in  
te rms o f  th e  two a t t r i b u t e s  o f  d e s c r i p t i v e  v a l i d i t y ,  h o m o g e n e i ty  and 
l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y  o f  the  c a t e g o r i e s .  C l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  was 
judged s a t i s f a c t o r y  in  homogeneity bu t  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  in  l o g i c a l  con ­
s i s t e n c y .  With in -g roups  homogeneity was d e m o n s t r a t e d  by s i g n i f i c a n t  
d i f f e r e n c e s  among groups on seven v a r i a b l e s  sunmarized by t h e  f a c t o r s  
o f  Adaptive Behavior,  IQ, Achievement,  and Demographic I n f o r m a t i o n .  
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  accuracy ,  a q u a n t i t a t i v e  e s t i m a t e  o f  h o m o g e n e i t y ,  was 
65% agreement between c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and g ro u p  m em bersh ip  
p r e d i c t e d  from a s t a t i s t i c a l  model o f  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  The 
comparison o f  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  with  c r i t e r i a  m anda ted  by t h e  
Lou is iana  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  s p e c i a l  e duca t ion  placement produced evidence  
o f  inadequa te  l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y .  O vera l l  agreement between c l i n i c a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  by a computer program b a s e d  on t h e  
g u i d e l i n e s  ( t h e  Guidel ine  Model) was a l m o s t  H2%. The ELP c r i t e r i o n  
sco re  r an g es  s p e c i f i e d  in the  g u i d e l i n e s  were  f r e q u e n t l y  i g n o r e d  by 
th e  a s s e s s o r s ,  p o s s i b l y  because the  ELP m e a su re  l a c k e d  wide  p r o f e s ­
s io n a l  accep tanc e .  A ssesso rs  a l s o  d e v ia te d  from a d a p t iv e  behav io r  and 
achievement g u i d e l i n e  c r i t e r i a .  One s e r i o u s  s h o r t c o m in g  o f  c l i n i c a l
x
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  was th e  p la c e m e n t  o f  o v e r  o n e - f i f t h  o f  t h e  r e t a r d e d  
group without  mandated ev idence  o f  inadequa te  a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r .  In 
a d d i t i o n ,  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  p laced  d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  numbers  o f  
b la ck  c h i l d r e n  in c a t e g o r i e s  w i t h  p e j o r a t i v e  l a b e l s .  P o s s i b l e  i n ­
adequacies  in  the  Louis iana  g u i d e l i n e s  were i d e n t i f i e d  by c o m p a r i s o n s  
between C l i n i c a l ,  G u i d e l i n e ,  and IQ Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  s ch em e s .  
F i r s t ,  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  15% o f  r e f e r r e d  c h i l d r e n  as No S p e c i a l  C l a s s  
would "mains tream” many c h i l d r e n  who would s t i l l  r e q u i r e  s p e c i a l  h e lp .  
Second,  the use o f  ELP a s  a m e a s u re  o f  l e a r n i n g  p o t e n t i a l  d i d  n o t  
com ple te ly  e r a d i c a t e  demographic d i f f e r e n c e s  among g r o u p s ,  a l t h o u g h  
t h i s  was i t s  major purpose.  Th i rd ,  g u i d e l i n e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a c c u r a c y  
was low f o r  two o f  the  fou r  g r o u p s .  E x a m in a t io n  and d i s c u s s i o n  o f  
c l i n i c a l - g u i d e l i n e  d i s c r e p a n c i e s  was recommended.  D ia lo g u e  among 
a s s e s s o r s  in  the  f i e l d  and g u i d e l i n e  a u t h o r s  could improve b o t h  c l i n ­
i c a l  assessment and the  g u i d e l i n e s .
x i
INTRODUCTION
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  in s p e c i a l  educa t ion  s e rv es  the  p r a c t i c a l  p u r p o s e  
o f  i d e n t i f y i n g  c h i l d r e n  in need o f  s p e c i a l  s e r v i c e s  and grouping those  
with  s i m i l a r  needs and problems.  In p r i n c i p l e ,  p o s i t i v e  c o n s e q u e n c e s  
should r e s u l t  from the p ro v i s io n  o f  s p e c i a l i z e d  i n s t r u c t i o n  f o r  c h i l ­
dren whose d i f f i c u l t i e s  o r  d i s a b i l i t i e s  i n t e r f e r e  w i t h  l e a r n i n g  i n  a 
r e g u l a r  c lass room .  Ihe f e d e r a l  government has suppor ted t h i s  p r i n c i ­
p le  by p rov id ing  funds fo r  the e d u c a t io n  o f  s p e c i f i e d  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  
"handicapped" c h i l d r e n .  In p r a c t i c e ,  however,  t h e r e  a r e  p o t e n t i a l l y  
n e g a t iv e  consequences  o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  Hobbs (1975c) summarizes the  
b e n e f i t - t o - r i s k  dilemma: " C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  may open up o p p o r t u n i t i e s  fo r  
growth and l e a r n i n g  . . .  o r  p rov ide  l i m i t i n g  ana sometimes dem eaning  
exper iences"  (p .  x i ) .  The n e g a t iv e  consequences  a r e  o f  majo r c o n c e r n  
i f  t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  system i s  i n v a l i d ;  m i s c l a s s i f i e d  c h i l d r e n  w i l l  
no t  r e c e i v e  s e r v i c e s  a p p r o p r i a t e  to  t h e i r  needs and may s u f f e r  from a 
p o t e n t i a l l y  s t i g m a t i z i n g  l a b e l .
Over the  p a s t  q u a r t e r  c e n tu ry  concern  over  c h i ld  assessm ent p rac­
t i c e s  in  educa t ion  has focused on two m a jo r  i s s u e s :  t h e  f a i r n e s s  o f  
i n d i v i d u a l  t e s t s  and the  adequacy o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  systems f o r  excep­
t i o n a l  c h i l d r e n .  The cha rge  o f  t e s t  b i a s  h a s  r e c e i v e d  t h e  g r e a t e s t  
pub l ic  a t t e n t i o n .  Reschly (1981) r e c e n t l y  s t a t e d :
Through the  1970 ' s ,  t h e  c e n t r a l  i s su e  in l i t e r a t u r e  and i n  l i t i ­
g a t io n  became the  f a i r n e s s  o f  i n t e l l i g e n c e  t e s t s  f o r  m i n o r i t y  
s t u d e n t s  . . . The t e s t s  were h e ld  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  c l a s s i f i c a ­
t i o n s  t h a t  were viewed as h u m i l i a t i n g  and s t i g m a t i z i n g  f o r  t h e
1
2
i n d i v i d u a l ,  r a c i s t  w i th  r e s p e c t  t o  g r o u p s  and most  i m p o r t a n t ,  
i r r e l e v a n t  and damaging to  e d u c a t io n a l  programming, ( p .  1095)
The c o n t r o v e r s i a l  i n f e r e n c e  o f  g e n e t i c  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  i n t e l l i ­
gence among e t h n i c  g r o u p s  u n d e r l i e s  much o f  t h e  c o n c e r n  o v e r  t e s t  
b i a 3 .  J e n s e n ' s  (1969) i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  mean IQ 
s c o r e s  o f  b l a c k  and white c h i l d r e n  as s u g g e s t i n g  g e n e t i c  d i f f e r e n c e  
spur red  many o t h e r s  to  promote a l t e r n a t i v e  r e a s o n s  f o r  the  d i f f e r e n c e  
( Jackson ,  1975; Kamin, 197*1; W i l l i am s ,  1971). The pr imary source  iden­
t i f i e d  was some form o f  t e s t  b i a s .  The o v e r r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  b l a c k  
and h i s p a n ic  c h i l d r e n  l a b e l e d  m e n ta l l y  r e t a r d e d ,  docunented by Mercer  
(1973) in R iv e r s i d e ,  C a l i f o r n i a ,  was c i t e d  by Mercer,  among o t h e r s ,  a s  
ev idence  t h a t  the  IQ s c o r e  was c u l t u r a l l y  b ia se d  (Mercer,  1979b).
In a summary o f  r e c e n t  l i t i g a t i o n ,  Berso f f  (1 979,  1981 ) r e p o r t s  
two c o n t r a d i c t o r y  d e c i s i o n s  r eg a rd in g  the  use o f  i n d i v i d u a l  i n t e l l i ­
gence t e s t s  t o  p lace  c h i l d r e n  in s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  c l a s s e s  f o r  e d u -  
c a b l e  m e n ta l l y  r e t a r d e d  c h i l d r e n .  The L a r r y  P. v .  R i l e s  ̂ d e c i s i o n  
found the  c u r r e n t  use o f  i n t e l l i g e n c e  t e s t s  d i s c r i m i n a t o r y ,  " r e j e c t e d  
any n o t io n  o f  i n h e r e n t  i n f e r i o r i t y  in  b l a c k  c h i l d r e n  . . . and con ­
cluded t h a t  the  mean d i f f e r e n c e  in  b lack  and white  IQ s c o r e s  was most  
c o g e n t ly  accounted f o r  by c u l t u r a l  b i a s  i n  the  in s t rum en ts "  ( B e r s o f f ,  
1981, p.  1048).  In c o n t r a s t ,  B e r so f f  (1981,  p .  1048) r e p o r t s  t h a t  the
L a r ry  P. v .  R i l e s ,  495 F,  S u p p . 926 (N.D. C a l .  1979) a p p e a l  
docketed No. 80-4027 (9 th  C i r . ,  Jan .  17, 1980).
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PASE v . Hannon d e c i s i o n  h e ld :
t h a t  th e  WISC, WISC-R, and S t a n f o r d - B i n e t  t e s t s ,  when used  in  
c o n j u n c t io n  with  s t a t u t o r i a l l y  manda ted  " [ o t h e r  c r i t e r i a ]  f o r  
d e t e r m i n i n g  an a p p r o p r i a t e  e d u c a t i o n a l  program f o r  a c h i l d "  
[under  P u b l i c  Law 9 4 -1 4 2 ]  . . .  do  n o t  d i s c r i m i n a t e  a g a i n s t  
b l a c k  c h i l d r e n . ( p .  883)
P r o f e s s i o n a l  responses  t o  the i s s u e  o f  t e s t  b i a s  have ranged from 
a c a l l  by th e  Black Psycho log ica l  A ssoc ia t ion  in 1968 f o r  a moratorium 
on the  t e s t i n g  o f  m i n o r i t y  c h i l d r e n ,  to  an o f f i c a l  p o l i c y  s t a t e m e n t  by 
an American Psycholog ica l  A s s o c i a t i o n  (APA) c o m m i t t e e  on t e s t  b i a s  
( C le a ry ,  Humphreys, Kendr ick ,  & Wesman, 1975), t h a t  t h e  b e s t  c u r r e n t  
t e s t s  a r e  f a i r  and v a l i d  i f  p ro p e r ly  used .  The c o n t ro v e r s y  has  st imu­
l a t e d  much r e s e a r c h  on t e s t  b i a s .  Reviewing t h i s  r e s e a r c h ,  Cole (1981) 
concludes  t h a t :
t h e r e  i s  no t  l a r g e - s c a l e  c o n s i s t e n t  b i a s  a g a i n s t  m i n o r i t y  g r o u p s  
i n  the t e c h n i c a l  v a l i d i t y  sense in  t h e  m a j o r ,  w i d e l y  u s e d ,  and 
w ide ly  s t u d i e d  t e s t s  . . . [ b u t ]  t h e  l a c k  o f  s u c h  b i a s  means 
n e i t h e r  t h a t  the  use made o f  th e  t e s t s  i s  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  good 
nor t h a t  improvements in  the  t e s t s  cannot  be made (p .  1075)
Two approaches  to  a p p r o p r i a t e  t e s t  use a r e  exem pl i f ied  by th e  APA 
s t a t e m e n t  (C le a ry  e t  a l . ,  1975) and t h e  work o f  Mercer  (1 9 7 9 b ) .  The
2 PASE v .  Hannon, 506 F,  Supp. 831 (N.O. 111. 1980).
APA s t a t e m e n t  emphasizes  p r e d i c t i v e  v a l i d i t y  u s i n g  s c h o o l  s u c c e s s  a s  
t h e  c r i t e r i o n .  S i m i l a r l y ,  Reschly (1981) and S c a r r  ( 1 9 8 1 )  g i v e  h ig h  
p r i o r i t y  to  the  measurement o f  academic co m p e te n c e  and t h e  s c h o o l s '  
" r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  the  c h i l d  and the  s o c i e t y  t o  m a tch  t h e  c u r r i c u l u m  
to  the c h i l d ' s  needs  and t a l e n t s "  ( S c a r r ,  1981,  p .  1160) .  The APA 
commit tee,  Reschly ,  and Sca r r  a l l  r e p r e s e n t  an e m p i r i c a l  v i e w p o i n t :  
t e s t  s co re s  g e n e r a l l y  r e f l e c t  academ ic  co m p e te n c e  and can be  used  
f a i r l y  t o  i d e n t i f y  l e v e l s  o f  competence.  In c o n t r a s t ,  Mercer b e l i e v e s  
t h a t  IQ s c o r e s  a r e  o f t e n  used to  i n f e r  i n t e l l e c t u a l  p o t e n t i a l  and t o  
i d e n t i f y  and l a b e l  c u l t u r a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  ch id re n  a s  m e n t a l l y  r e t a r d e d  
(Mercer,  1979b). She emphasizes the  i s s u e  o f  s o c i a l  c o n s e q u e n c e s  by 
s t a t i n g  t h a t  the  l a b e l i n g  o f  c h i l d r e n  a s  m e n ta l l y  r e t a r d e d  p u t s  them 
on a " d i s a b l i n g  t r a j e c t o r y "  by denying them access  to  e d u c a t i o n a l  and 
o c c u p a t io n a l  o p p o r t u n i t i e s .
Mercer i n t e r p r e t s  mean IQ d i f f e r e n c e s  among e t h n i c  g r o u p s  and 
o v e r r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  m i n o r i t y  g r o u p s  i n  c l a s s e s  f o r  t h e  m e n t a l l y  
r e t a r d e d  as ev idence  fo r  t e s t  b i a s .  She c o n c l u d e s  t h a t  d e f i c i t s  in  
bo th  school  performance  and IQ s c o r e s  a r e  a r e s u l t  o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  a 
c h i l d ' s  s o c i o c u l t u r a l  background from the  "co re  c u l t u r e "  valued by the  
school  system. M erce r ' s  index ,  the  Est imated Learning P o t e n t i a l  (ELP), 
compares a c h i l d ' s  IQ s c o r e  to  a h y p o t h e t i c a l  p o p u l a t i o n  o f  c h i l d r e n  
wi th  s i m i l a r  s o c i o c u l t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  This  p o p u la t io n ,  one o f  a 
s e t  o f  " p l u r a l i s t i c  n o r m s " ,  i s  d e r i v e d  from a m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n  
eq u a t io n  us ing  IQ and a c h i l d ' s  s co re s  on fou r  S o c i o c u l t u r a l  S c a l e s .  
The ELP i s  proposed by Mercer as  a s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  t h e  IQ a s  an index  
o f  b r i g h t n e s s .  The c h i l d ' s  t e s t  performance i s  compared t o  the  appro­
p r i a t e  p l u r a l i s t i c  norm-group with  a s i m i l a r  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  a s s i m i l a t e
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th e  c o re  c u l t u r e  and with s i m i l a r  academic encouragement and reward in 
t h e i r  c u l t u r a l  s u r round ings .  Mercer does no t  c la im p r e d i c t i v e  v a l i d ­
i t y  f o r  ELP us ing  th e  c r i t e r i o n  o f  school  a c h iev em en t .  She s u g g e s t s  
i n s t e a d ,  the  use o f  ELP t o  i d e n t i f y  c h i l d r e n  whose p o t e n t i a l  i s  unrea­
l i z e d  because o f  t h e i r  d i f f e r e n c e s  from t h e  s c h o o l  c u l t u r e  ( M e r c e r ,  
1979b). She advoca tes  development o f  new e d u c a t io n a l  programs to  meet 
t h e i r  s p e c i a l  needs  (Mercer,  1979a).
Compared to  the  c o n t r o v e r s y  o v e r  t e s t  b i a s ,  c o n s i d e r a b l y  l e s s  
pub l ic  a t t e n t i o n  has been paid to  the  b roader  i s s u e  o f  th e  adequacy o f  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  systems in  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n .  T he re  w as ,  h o w e v e r ,  a 
major p r o j e c t  on the  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  c h i l d r e n  sponsored by t h e  U.S.  
Department o f  H e a l th ,  E d u c a t i o n ,  and W e l f a r e  (H obbs ,  1975a,  1975b,  
1975c).  N in e t y - t h r e e  e x p e r t s ,  from such f i e l d s  a s  e d u c a t io n ,  psychol­
ogy, m ed ic ine ,  s o c io l o g y ,  p u b l i c  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  and law, reviewed the  
t h e o r e t i c a l  i s s u e s ,  p r o f e s s i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s ,  and s o c i a l  consequences o f  
c u r r e n t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  systems.  The group a l s o  s o l i c i t e d  the  views o f  
p a r e n t s .  Although some p a r t i c i p a n t s  advocated the  a b o l i t i o n  o f  c l a s ­
s i f i c a t i o n  ( R i v e r s ,  Henderson,  Jones ,  Ladner,  & W i l l i a m s ,  1 975 ) ,  t h e  
f i n a l  recommendations (Hobbs,  1975c) c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
served  too  many u s e f u l  purposes  t o  be d i s ca rd e d  because o f  i t s  i n a d e ­
q u a c i e s .  Recognizing the  n e c e s s i t y  and im p er fec t io n  o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
sys tems,  t h e  r e p o r t  recommended con tinued r e s e a r c h  l e a d in g  t o  r e f i n e ­
ment and improvement o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  schemes.
Cromwell,  B l a s h f i e l d ,  and S t r a u s s  (1975) ,  p a r t i c i p a n t s  in  the  HEW 
p r o j e c t ,  propose  s p e c i f i c  c r i t e r i a  fo r  the  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  a c l a s s i f i c a ­
t i o n  system. They c o n c e p tu a l i z e  a ca t e g o ry  l a b e l  w i th in  a system as a 
" d i a g n o s t i c  c o n s t r u c t "  and r e q u i r e  t h a t  i t  s h o u l d  be b o t h  c l e a r  and
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u s e f u l .  C l a r i t y  r e f e r s  t o  the  d e s c r i p t i v e  fu n c t i o n  o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  
They recommend t h a t  the  s p e c i f i c  l i s t  o f  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which d e f i n e  
a c a t e g o r y  i n c l u d e  bo th  h i s t o r i c a l  and e t i o l o g i c a l  in fo rm a t ion  such as  
h e a l t h  h i s t o r y  and f a m i ly  background,  and c u r r e n t l y  a s s e s s a b l e  c h a ra c ­
t e r i s t i c s  such a s  t e s t  s c o re s  and behav ior  o b s e r v a t i o n s .  U s e f u l n e s s  
r e f e r s  t o  the p r e d i c t i v e  purpose o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s
o f  t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  to  recommended t r e a tm e n t s  and outcomes.  B l a s h f i e l d  
and Draguns (1976) p o i n t  out  t h a t  th e  two ge n e ra l  pu rposes  o f  c l a s s i ­
f i c a t i o n ,  d e s c r i p t i o n  and p r e d i c t i o n ,  a r e  i n  f u n d a m e n t a l  c o n f l i c t .  
Broad d e s c r i p t i v e  c a t e g o r i e s  t e n d  t o  be to o  g e n e r a l ;  a l t h o u g h  t h e y  
d e s c r i b e  a r e c o g n i z a b le  t y p e ,  t h e y  o ve r look  w ith in -g roups  d i f f e r e n c e s  
im p o r ta n t  f o r  p lann ing  i n t e r v e n t i o n s  and p r e d i c t i n g  o u t c o m e s .  More 
numerous and narrower c a t e g o r i e s  a r e  needed f o r  p r e d i c t i n g  response to  
i n t e r v e n t i o n ,  b u t  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  among n a r ro w  c a t e g o r i e s  i s  l e s s  
r e l i a b l e  than among broad c a t e g o r i e s .
To minimize t h e  c o n f l i c t  be tw ee n  d e s c r i p t i o n  and p r e d i c t i o n ,  
Cromwell e t  a l .  ( 1 9 7 5 )  recommend t h a t  a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  sy s t e m  f o r  
c h i l d r e n  in c lu d e  bo th  con t inuous  d imensions  and d i s c r e t e  t y p o l o g i e s .  
A t y p o l o g i c a l  scheme i s  a s e t  o f  m u tua l ly  e x c l u s i v e  c a t e g o r i e s  thought 
t o  d e s c r i b e  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i f f e r e n t  k i n d s  o f  p e o p l e .  I f  t h e  c a t e ­
g o r i e s  a r e  na r row ly  d e f i n e d ,  e x t r e m e s  o f  a t y p e  w i l l  be i d e n t i f i e d  
e a s i l y ,  bu t  many c h i l d r e n  w i l l  no t  be r e l i a b l y  c l a s s i f i e d .  A d im en­
s i o n a l  system i d e n t i f i e s  measurable  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  c o n c e p t u a l  im p o r ­
ta n c e  and c a t e g o r i z e s  in  terms o f  a r e a s  along  a continuum. In m u l t i ­
dimensiona l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  an i n d i v i d u a l  c h i l d  c o u l d  be p l a c e d  in  
s e v e r a l  c a t e g o r i e s  s im u l ta n e o u s ly  and a l l  c h i l d r e n  can be p laced  in a t  
l e a s t  one c a t e g o r y .
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F iv e  c r i t e r i a  have been proposed by Cromwell e t  a l .  t o  e v a l u a t e  
the  s t r u c t u r e  o f  a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  s y s t e m :  r e l i a b i l i t y ,  c o v e r a g e ,
l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y ,  c l i n i c a l  u t i l i t y ,  and a c c e p t a b i l i t y  t o  u s e r s .  
B l a s h f i e l d  and Draguns  (1 976) h ave  p r o p o s e d  a s i m i l a r  s e t  o f  f i v e  
c r i t e r i a  with  two changes :  (a )  i n s t e a d  o f  l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y ,  t h e y
propose the  term " d e s c r i p t i v e  v a l i d i t y " ,  i n c l u d i n g  b o t h  l o g i c a l  con ­
s i s t e n c y  and homogeneity w i th in  c a t e g o r i e s ,  and (b)  th e y  r e l a b e l  c l i n ­
i c a l  u t i l i t y  a s  p r e d i c t i v e  v a l i d i t y .
Quay (1979) c o n s id e r s  the  c r i t e r i o n  o f  d e s c r i p t i v e  v a l i d i t y  t o  be 
fundam enta l :
Without  the  r e a s o n a b ly  o b j e c t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t h o s e  c h a r a c t e r ­
i s t i c s  d e f i n i n g  the  p a t t e r n s  and w ithou t  e m p i r i c a l  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  
t h a t  th e y  occur in  company with  one a n o t h e r ,  t h e  s t a g e  i s  s e t  f o r  
the  system to  f a i l  on most o f  t h e  remain ing  c r i t e r i a  (p .  2 ) .
Attempts t o  In c reas e  D e s c r ip t i v e  V a l i d i t y
D e s c r i p t i v e  v a l i d i t y  can be improved by reduc ing  w i t h i n - c a t e g o r y  
h e t e r o g e n e i t y  and by u s in g  a m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l  sy s t e m  o f  c l a s s i f i c a ­
t i o n .  Recent work in  mental  r e t a r d a t i o n  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  i l l u s t r a ­
t i v e .  Ihe American A s s o c ia t io n  on Mental D ef ic i ency  (AAMD) (Grossman, 
1973) d e f i n e s  m e n t a l  r e t a r d a t i o n  a s  s u b n o rm a l  f u n c t i o n i n g  a r i s i n g  
dur ing  the developmenta l  per iod  in  bo th  i n t e l l e c t u a l  f u n c t i o n i n g  and 
a d a p t iv e  b e h a v i o r .  S pec ia l  e duca t ion  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  fo l low s  t h e  AAMD 
nom encla tu re ,  l h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  i s  m u l t id im e n s io n a l ;  t h e r e  a r e  two d i ­
mensions o f  subnormal fu n c t io n in g  and t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  d i m e n s i o n  o f  a 
s p e c i f i e d  age r a n g e .  The c o n s t r u c t  o f  m e n t a l  r e t a r d a t i o n  h a s  been
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re f in e d  th rough p ro v i s io n  o f  s p e c i f i c  o p e r a t i o n a l  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  "sub­
normal",  " i n t e l l e c t u a l  f u n c t i o n i n g " ,  and " a d a p t iv e  b e h a v i o r " . Although 
th e  IQ t e s t  has  been the  t r a d i t i o n a l  measure o f  i n t e l l e c t u a l  fu n c t io n ­
in g ,  v a r io u s  p r o f e s s i o n a l  groups have used d i f f e r e n t  c r i t e r i o n  s c o r e s  
to  d e f i n e  "subnormal" (Mercer,  1973). The wide adopt ion  o f  a c r i t e r ­
ion sco re  o f  two s tandard  d e v i a t i o n s  below th e  p o p u l a t i o n  mean IQ t o  
d e f i n e  subnormal has decreased  ca tego ry  h e t e r o g e n e i t y  on the i n t e l l e c ­
t u a l  d im ens ion .  For the  a d a p t i / e  b e h a v i o r  d i m e n s i o n ,  t h e  l a c k  o f  a 
s i n g l e  commonly accepted  measure o f  a d a p t iv e  b e h a v i o r  may c o n t r i b u t e  
to  h e t e r o g e n e i t y .  M e rc e r ' s  ( 1 979) A d a p t i v e  B e h a v i o r  I n v e n t o r y  f o r  
Children  (ABIC), a pub l i c  school  v e r s io n  o f  t h e  AAMD Adap tive Behavior 
Sca le  (Lamber t ,  Windrailler  , C o le ,  & F i g u e r o a ,  1 975 ) ,  and t h e  C h i l ­
d r e n ' s  Adaptive Behavior S ca le  (Riclmond 4 K i c k l i g h t e r ,  1980) a r e  a l l  
r e c e n t l y  developed measures c u r r e n t l y  used  in  p u p i l  a s s e s s m e n t .  In 
a d d i t i o n ,  the  Vineland i s  s t i l l  used  by many a s s e s s o r s  and i s  c u r ­
r e n t l y  undergo ing renorming.
TWo o th e r  s p e c i a l  e d u ca t io n  c a t e g o r i e s ,  emot iona l  d i s t u r b a n c e  and 
l e a r n in g  d i s a b i l i t y ,  have s i m i l a r  problems o f  w i t h i n - c a t e g o r y  h e t e r o ­
g e n e i t y .  In the  ex t remely  he te rogeneous  c a t e g o r y  o f  em otional  d i s t u r ­
bance ,  Achenbach and Edelbrock (1978) have  r e c e n t l y  r e v i e w e d  f a c t o r  
a n a l y t i c  s t u d i e s  o f  c h i l d r e n ' s  b e h a v i o r s  w h ich  h ave  i d e n t i f i e d  s yn ­
dromes o r  symptom c l u s t e r s  o f  r e l a t e d  b e h a v i o r  p r o b l e m s .  They l i s t  
s e v e r a l  w e l l - r e s e a r c h e d  b e h a v i o r  c h e c k l i s t s  w hich  can  be  s c o r e d  on 
f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c a l l y  d e r i v e d  s c a l e s  t o  y i e l d  b o t h  " b r o a d - b a n d "  and 
"narrow-band" syndromes. They recommend t h a t  f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h  empha­
s i z e  narrow-band syndromes subdiv ided  by age and s e x .  Such homogen­
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eous subgroups could p rov ide  d a t a  f o r  s t u d i e s  o f  c o n s t r u c t  and p r e ­
d i c t i v e  v a l i d i t y .  The use o f  m u l t id im ens iona l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  in c h i l d  
psychopathology  i s  r e f l e c t e d  in s e v e ra l  r e c e n t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  schemes 
(Achenbach & Edelbrock ,  1978; American P s y c h i a t r i c  A s s o c i a t i o n ,  1979; 
Group f o r  the  Advancement  o f  P s y c h i a t r y ,  1966; R u t t e r ,  S h a f f e r ,  & 
Sheperd,  1975). In the  a rea  o f  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b i l i t y ,  S a t z  and M o r r i s  
(1980) review m u l t i v a r i a t e  r e s e a r c h  e f f o r t s ,  s i m i l a r  t o  t h o s e  f o r  
b e h a v i o r  p r o b l e m s ,  t o  i d e n t i f y  homogeneous  s u b g ro u p s  w i t h i n  t h i s  
poo r ly  de f ined  c a t e g o ry .
A r e c e n t  development o f  an e x p l i c i t l y  m ul t id im ens iona l  c l a s s i f i ­
c a t i o n  system f o r  a broad r a n g e  o f  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  c a t e g o r i e s  i s  
M e r c e r ' s  System o f  M u l t i c u l t u r a l  P l u r a l i s t i c  A ss e s s m e n t  (SOMPA) 
(1 979b). This  a ssessm ent  package combines e i g h t  measuring i n s t r u n e n t s  
f o r  d imensions  r e l a t e d  to  c h i l d r e n ' s  s p e c i a l  ed u c a t io n a l  n e e d s :  s o c ­
i o c u l t u r a l  background,  p h y s ic a l  d e x t e r i t y ,  v i s u a l - m o t o r  p e r c e p t i o n ,  
s enso ry  a c u i t y ,  p h y s ic a l  h e a l t h ,  school  f u n c t i o n i n g  l e v e l ,  e s t i m a t e d  
l e a r n in g  p o t e n t i a l ,  and a d ap t iv e  b e h a v io r .  She a l s o  p r o v i d e s  a c o n ­
c e p tu a l  scheme f o r  i n t e r p r e t i n g  the m e a s u r e s .  She i d e n t i f i e s  t h r e e  
major p e r s p e c t i v e s  from which to  view a c h i l d :  (a)  the Medical Model,
which e v a l u a t e s  the  adequacy o f  a c h i l d ' s  b i o l o g i c a l  f u n c t i o n i n g ;  (b) 
the S o c ia l  System Model, which e v a l u a t e s  the  d e g r e e  t o  w hich  a c h i l d  
meets  th e  e x p e c t a t i o n s  o f  t h e  s o c i a l  groups in  which  h e / s h e  p a r t i c i ­
p a t e s ;  and (c )  the  P l u r a l i s t i c  Model, which e v a l u a t e s  a c h i l d  in  com­
p a r i s o n  with  th ose  o f  l i k e  background.  Mercer adopts  th e  Cromwell  e t  
a l .  ( 1 9 7 5 )  c o n c e p t  o f  a " d i a g n o s t i c  c o n s t r u c t "  and d e s c r i b e s  t h e  
im por tan t  components to  be used in making edu c a t io n a l  recommendations. 
Component A i s  d e s c r i p t i v e  h i s t o r i c a l / e t i o l o g i c a l  d a t a .  Component  B
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i s  c u r r e n t l y  a s s e s s a b l e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  c h i l d .  Component C i s  
proposed i n t e r v e n t i o n s  and component D i s  th e  p r e d ic te d  outcome a f t e r  
i n t e r v e n t i o n .  She p o i n t s  o u t ,  a s  do Cromwell e t  a l . ,  t h a t  b o t h  t h e  C 
and D components a r e  e s s e n t i a l  i f  the  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i 3  t o  be  u s e f u l  
to  the  c h i l d .  Research on the use o f  t h i s  new s y s t e m  i s  i n  i t s  i n ­
fancy (Oakland,  1979; Resch ly ,  1978; T a l l e y ,  1973).
Eva lua t ion  o f  D e s c r ip t i v e  V a l i d i t y :  A P re l im in a ry  Study
The e f f o r t s  to  in c re a s e  d e s c r i p t i v e  v a l i d i t y  d e sc r ibe d  above  a r e  
r e f l e c t e d  in the  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  g u i d e l i n e s  developed by school  systems 
and s t a t e  depar tments  o f  e d u c a t io n .  These g u i d e l i n e s  form t h e  s t r u c ­
t u r e  under ly ing  the  c l i n i c a l  judgments made by s c h o o l  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  
who c l a s s i f y  t h e  c h i l d r e n .  The r e s u l t i n g  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  c h i l d r e n  must  
be analyzed to  e v a l u a t e  a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  system as  i t  i s  used in prac­
t i c e .  Meehl (1954) long ago s t r e s s e d  the  importance  o f  th e  e m p i r i c a l  
v a l i d a t i o n  o f  c l i n i c a l  judgment.  A na lys is  o f  d a t a  from c l i n i c a l  r e ­
co rds  o f  c h i l d r e n  assessed  fo r  placement in  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t io n  c l a s s e s  
can p rov ide  an e v a l u a t i o n  o f  d e s c r i p t i v e  v a l i d i t y  o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .
In a p r e l i m i n a r y  s t u d y  by t h i s  a u t h o r  ( H a n s c h e ,  G o t t f r i e d ,  & 
Hansche, in  p r e s s ) ,  m u l t i p l e  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  was used  t o  e v a l ­
u a t e  the  d e s c r i p t i v e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  o f  o v e r  5 , 0 0 0  
c h i l d r e n  eva lua ted  a t  one s p e c i a l  educa t ion  c e n t e r .  Cases used in  the 
a n a l y s i s  were grouped by placement recommendation in f i v e  c a t e g o r i e s :  
(a)  c h i l d r e n  who were assessed  but  n o t  recommended f o r  s p e c i a l  c l a s s  
p lacement;  (b) l e a r n in g  d i s a b i l i t y ;  ( c )  s low  l e a r n e r ,  (d )  e d u c a b l e  
m e n ta l l y  r e t a r d e d ,  and (e) t r a i n a b l e  m e n ta l l y  r e t a r d e d .
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A na lys i s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e r e  was c o n s i d e r a b l e  d e s c r i p t i v e  v a l ­
i d i t y  in  the  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  system as  p r a c t i c e d  by t h i s  s p e c i a l  educa­
t i o n  c e n t e r ,  bu t  t h e r e  were im por tan t  d e f i c i e n c i e s .  Concern ing  homo­
g e n e i ty  o f  the  g roups ,  one a t t r i b u t e  o f  d e s c r i p t i v e  v a l i d i t y ,  t h e r e  
were s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  among c a t e g o r i e s  on n i n e  v a r i a b l e s .  A 
p r e d i c t i o n  formula us ing a w e ig h t e d  c o m b i n a t i o n  o f  t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s  
could  p r e d i c t  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  with  over 60% a c c u r a c y .  C lose  
to  40% o f  the  c a s e s ,  however, could  be cons ide red  a t  r i 3 k  f o r  m i s c l a s -  
s i f i c a t i o n .
Logica l  c o n s i s t e n c y ,  th e  o t h e r  a t t r i b u t e  o f  d e s c r i p t i v e  v a l i d i t y ,  
was ev a lu a te d  by comparing the n ine  h i g h l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i a b l e s  t o  
v a r i a b l e s  i d e n t i f i e d  by n a t i o n a l l y  recognized  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  a s  cha ra c ­
t e r i s t i c  o f  each  s p e c i a l  educa t ion  c a t e g o r y .  In g e n e r a l ,  e m p i r i c a l  
d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  each  group,  based on means o f  the  n ine  v a r i a b l e s ,  were 
s i m i l a r  to  p r o f e s s i o n a l  g u i d e l i n e  d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  t h e  c a t e g o r i e s .  
Varimax r o t a t i o n  i d e n t i f i e d  four  f a c t o r s  w h ich  summarized  t h e  m a jo r  
v a r i a b l e s .  Three f a c t o r s ,  IQ, Academic D i f f i c u l t y ,  and S u s p e c t e d  
Abnormali ty,  were l o g i c a l l y  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  c o n c e p t s  i m p o r t a n t  f o r  
s p e c i a l  e duca t ion  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  The f o u r t h  f a c t o r ,  Race ,  was an 
unwelcome s u r p r i s e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  because the a n a l y s i s  i d e n t i f i e d  Race as 
a f a c t o r  independen t  o f  r a c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  IQ.
The p r e l i m i n a r y  s tudy  e s t a b l i s h e d  the f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  u s i n g  d i s ­
c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  o f  c l i n i c a l  d a t a  f i l e s  f o r  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  
d e s c r i p t i v e  v a l i d i t y  o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i n  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n .  The 
n a t u r e  o f  the  f i l e  d a t a  ana lyzed ,  however,  l i m i t e d  s u b s t a n t i v e  i n t e r ­
p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  r e s u l t s .  F i r s t ,  nunerous  r ec o rd in g  e r r o r s  and om is ­
s io n s  were found in  the  f i l e s ,  which  may h a v e  e l i m i n a t e d  i m p o r t a n t
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v a r i a b l e s .  Second, th e  a n a l y s i s  o f  d a t a  from o n l y  o n e  c e n t e r  i s  an 
inadequa te  fo unda t ion  fo r  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n .  T h i rd ,  t h e  d a t a  f i l e  a n a ­
lyzed covered a 1 0 -y e a r  p e r i o d  in  w h ich  t h e r e  were  c h a n g e s  i n  t h e  
c a t e g o ry  g u i d e l i n e s  and in c r e a s e s  in  the  nunbers  o f  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  
c l a s s e s  p rov ided .  Changes in  ca t e g o ry  g u i d e l i n e s  and a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  
c l a s s e s  could  be expected  to  i n c r e a s e  t h e  v a r i a b i l i t y  o f  p l a c e m e n t  
recommendations.
In s p i t e  o f  t h e  above l i m i t a t i o n s ,  two g e n e r a l  f i n d i n g s  m i r r o r  
some o f  the  c u r r e n t  conce rns  over c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  p r a c t i c e s .  F i r s t ,  
t h e  s tudy  e s t a b l i s h e d  the p resence  o f  h e t e r o g e n e i t y  w i th in  c a t e g o r i e s  
which l i m i t s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  accuracy  and t h u s  i n c r e a s e s  t h e  r i s k  o f  
m i s c l a s s i f y i n g  c h i ld r e n  in p o t e n t i a l l y  d e t r i m e n t a l  ways. S e c o n d ,  t h e  
ev idence  t h a t  demographic f a c t o r s ,  i n c l u d i n g  r a c e ,  w ere  a s s o c i a t e d  
with  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  d e c i s i o n s  r a i s e s  q u e s t i o n s  about  th e  l o g i c a l  con­
s i s t e n c y  o f  assessment p r a c t i c e s .  The p r e s e n t  s t u d y  e x p l o r e s  t h e s e  
major  a r e a s  f u r t h e r  w ith  a new sample o f  c l i n i c a l  d a t a .
E va lua t ion  o f  D e s c r ip t i v e  V a l i d i t y :  The P resen t  Study
The p r e s e n t  s tudy  e v a l u a t e s  t h e  d e s c r i p t i v e  v a l i d i t y  o f  s p e c i a l  
educa t ion  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a s  p r a c t i c e d  in Louis iana  d u r ing  the  academic 
year 1980-81.  As in  the  p r e l im in a ry  s tu d y ,  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  i s  
used to  de te rm ine  the  degree  o f  w i t h i n - c a t e g o r y  homogenei ty,  t o  i d e n ­
t i f y  t h e  d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  v a r i a b l e s ,  and to  g e n e ra te  a s t a t i s t i c a l  model 
from the  c l i n i c a l  d a t a .  This  s tu d y ,  however, y i e l d s  more s u b s t a n t i v e  
r e s u l t s  by r e s t r i c t i n g  the  t ime per iod  over which d a t a  were c o l l e c t e d ,  
and by in c r e a s i n g  the  geograph ic  a r e a  from which th e  sample c a s e s  were 
drawn. R e s t r i c t i n g  the  t ime per iod f o r  d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  e n s u r e s  t h a t  
a l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  were made under the  same o p e r a t i o n a l  g u i d e l i n e s .
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I n c r e a s i n g  th e  geograph ic  range  o f  t h e  sample by g a t h e r i n g  d a t a  from 
s e v e r a l  a r e a s  in  the s t a t e  i n c r e a s e s  the  l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t s  
r e f l e c t  common assessment p r a c t i c e s  i n  L o u i s i an a .
L ou i s i ana  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  p r a c t i c e s , sam p led  in  t h i s  s t u d y ,  a r e  
compared with  a l t e r n a t i v e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  models  t o  e v a lu a te  c l a s s i f i ­
c a t i o n  accuracy  and l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y .  As in  the  p r e l im in a ry  s tu d y ,  
c l i n i c i a n s '  placement d e c i s i o n s  a r e  compared to a s t a t i s t i c a l  c l a s s i ­
f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  same c h i l d r e n ,  u s in g  formulas  d e r i v e d  from d i s c r i m i ­
nant  a n a l y s i s .  The s t a t i s t i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  can be th o u g h t  o f  a s  a 
" C l i n i c i a n  S i m u l a t i o n  M odel" ,  a s e t  o f  p r e d i c t i o n  e q u a t i o n s  which  
d e s c r i b e  the c l i n i c i a n s '  d e c i s i o n s  (Zubin ,  S a l z in g e r ,  F l i e s s ,  Gurland,  
S p i t z e r ,  E n d i c o t t ,  & S u t to n ,  1975).  The p e r c e n t a g e  o f  a g r e e m e n t  in  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  between a c t u a l  c l i n i c a l  d e c i s i o n s  and t h e  C l i n i c i a n  
S im u la t ion  Model d e s c r i b e s  t h e  c l i n i c i a n s '  a c c u r a c y  a s  compared  to  
t h e i r  own pooled judgments.
The s t a t e  g u i d e l i n e s ,  a s  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  L o u i s i a n a  P u p i  1 
A ppra i sa l  Handbook (1 979).  a r e  the  b a s i s  f o r  t h e  " G u i d e l i n e  M odel" ,  
used to  e v a l u a t e  l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y .  The G u i d e l i n e  Model i s  a com­
p u te r  program w r i t t e n  to  c l a s s i f y  th e  c a s e s  accord ing  to  the  e s s e n t i a l  
c a teg o ry  d imensions  and s tandard  sco re  ranges  w i th in  th ose  l i m i t s  spe­
c i f i e d  in the  handbook.  The c h i l d r e n  r e p r e s e n t e d  in  the  c l i n i c a l  da ta  
pool a re  c l a s s i f i e d  by th e  G u ide l ine  Model and t h e s e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  
a r e  compared to the c l i n i c i a n s '  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s .  The e x t e n t  o f  a g ree ­
ment between the Guide l ine  Model and the o r i g i n a l  c l i n i c a l  j u d g m e n t s  
d e s c r i b e s  t h e  degree  to  which c l i n i c i a n s  fo l lowed  the  g u i d e l i n e s .  In 
a d d i t i o n ,  a new d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  i s  p e r fo rm e d  on t h e  g r o u p s  a s  
c l a s s i f i e d  by the  G uide l ine  Model to  de te rm ine  t h a t  m o d e l ' s  a b i l i t y  t o
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d i s c r i m i n a t e  between groups and t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  m a jo r  d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  
v a r i a b l e s .  The v a r i a b l e s  i d e n t i f i e d  by the  G u i d e l i n e  Model a r e  com­
pared with  those  found in c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .
An a d d i t i o n a l  computer program model,  t h e  "IQ Model",  i s  used  to  
e v a l u a t e  the  e f f e c t s  o f  u s in g  M e r c e r ' s  ELP i n  t h e  G u i d e l i n e  Model .  
The only  d i f f e r e n c e  between the  two computer  p rograms i s  t h e  s u b s t i ­
t u t i o n  o f  the  Revised Wech3ler I n t e l l i g e n c e  Scale  f o r  C h i ld ren  (WISC- 
R) IQ in  the  IQ Model i n s t e a d  o f  th e  ELP c r i t e r i o n  used in t h e  Guide­
l i n e  Model. The use o f  ELP in  the  L ou is iana  g u i d e l i n e s  a s  t h e  " i n d i ­
c a t o r  o f  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a b i l i t i e s "  ( S t a t e  o f  L o u i s i an a ,  1978, p.  14) was 
i n s t i t u t e d  to  reduce  the  p o s s i b l e  s o c i o c u l t u r a l  b i a s  o f  IQ t e s t s .  I f  
ELP red u ce s  t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n  between demographic f a c t o r s  and c a t e g o r y  
p lacem en t ,  i t  i s  hypothes ized  t h a t  a compar is ion  o f  G u i d e l i n e  and IQ 
Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  w i l l  show: (a)  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  on the
v a r i a b l e s  o f  r a c e  o r  s o c i o c u l t u r a l  d i f f e r e n c e ,  u s i n g  G u i d e l i n e  Model 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  and (b) t h a t  IQ model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  u n d e r r e p r e s e n t s  
b la c k s  in  the l e a r n in g  d i s a b l e d  and no s p e c i a l  c l a s s  g roups ,  and over ­
r e p r e s e n t s  them in  the slow l e a r n e r ,  mi ld  m e n ta l ly  r e t a r d e d ,  and mod­
e r a t e  m e n ta l ly  r e t a r d e d  groups .
The use o f  ELP in  the new s t a t e  g u i d e l i n e s  h a s  g e n e r a t e d  c o n s i ­
d e r a b l e  d i s c u s s i o n  among assessment p r o f e s s i o n a l s .  Because ELP was no t  
des igned  to  be a good p r e d i c t o r  o f  s c h o o l  p e r f o r m a n c e ,  many p r o f e s ­
s i o n a l s  q u e s t i o n  i t s  u s e f u l n e s s .  The s tudy  i n v e s t i g a t e s  c u r r e n t  p r o ­
f e s s i o n a l  accep tance  o f  ELP by i n c l u d i n g  a r a t i n g  o f  t h e  a s s e s o r s 1 
con f ide nce  o f  each  c h i l d ' s  placement recommendation. I f  t h e  a s s e s s o r s  
fo l low  t h e  g u i d e l i n e s  but  a r e  d o u b t fu l  about  the  v a l i d i t y  o f  ELP, i t  
i s  hypo thes ized  t h a t  t h e r e  w i l l  be a n e g a t iv e  c o r r e l a t i o n  be tw ee n  t h e
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degree o f  a s s e s s o r s '  conf idence  in  t h e i r  recommendat ion and th e  d i s ­
p a r i t y  between ELP and IQ s c o r e s  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  c h i l d r e n .  The r e l a ­
t i o n s h i p s  between a s s e s s o r s '  c o n f i d e n c e  r a t i n g s  and c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
accuracy and l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y  a r e  a l so  i n v e s t i g a t e d .  I t  i s  hypo­
th e s i z e d  t h a t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  accuracy  o f  th e  c a t e g o r i e s  and d e g r e e  o f  
con f idence  may be p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d .  A f u r t h e r  h y p o t h e s i s  i s  t h a t  
c h i l d r e n  d i f f e r e n t l y  c l a s s i f i e d  by the  g u i d e l i n e  and c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i ­
f i c a t i o n  schemes would have a lower mean r a n k i n g  o f  a s s e s s o r  c o n f i ­
dence than those  c h i l d r e n  f o r  whom the schemes ag ree .
METHOD
S u b je c t s
Data were ga thered  on 575 c h i ld r e n  between the ages o f  7 t h r o u g h  
11 y e a r s  who r e c e i v e d  an i n i t i a l  e v a l u a t i o n  f o r  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  
placement du r ing  the  academic year 1980-81. Children were i d e n t i f i e d  
by code n u n b e r , n o t  by name. The sample was r e s t r i c t e d  to  those  c h i l ­
dren given the WISC-R d u r ing  e v a l u a t i o n .  Two samples were c o l l e c t e d ,  
th e  v o lu n t e e r  sample (_N = 289)  and t h e  f i l e  sam ple  (N̂  = 2 8 6 ) .  The 
v o lu n te e r  sample c o n s i s t e d  o f  r e c o rd s  c o n t r i b u t e d  by a s s e s s o r s  from 1*1 
L ou i s i ana  p a r i s h  school  systems,  bo th  r u r a l  and u rb an  ( s e e  Appendix 
A). Recruitment o f  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  school  p s y c h o lo g i s t s  i n v o lv e d  m a i l ­
ings  and persona l  c o n t a c t s  t o  inform them o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  and t o  d e ­
s c r i b e  the n a t u r e  o f  t h e i r  c o n t r i b u t i o n s .  Both  t h e  o f f i c e r s  o f  t h e  
Lou is iana  School Psycho log ica l  A sso c ia t io n  and p u p i l  a p p r a i s a l  admin­
i s t r a t o r s  in  s p e c i a l  educa t ion  a t  the  L o u i s i a n a  S t a t e  D e p a r tm e n t  o f  
Educa tion gave t h e i r  app ro v a l  and s u p p o r t  t o  t h e  s t u d y .  V o l u n t e e r  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  were asked to c o l l e c t  d a t a  f o r  one month on a l l  eva lua ted  
c h i ld r e n  who f i t  the c r i t e r i a  fo r  age,  i n i t i a l  e v a l u a t i o n ,  and use o f  
th e  WISC-R. The d e c i s i o n  to  r e c r u i t  v o lu n t e e r  d a t a  c o l l e c t o r s  was a 
p r a c t i c a l  n e c e s s i t y ,  a l t h o u g h  i t  was r e c o g n i z e d  t h a t  t h e  a s s e s s o r  
sample would be nonrandom .  I t  was h o p e d ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h a t  t h e  t i m e -  
sam pl ing  method would p r o v i d e  a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  g ro u p  o f  c h i l d r e n  
eva lua ted  by those  a s s e s s o r s .  Although the  v o l u n t e e r  s am ple  r e s u l t s  
d e s c r i b e  d e c i s i o n s  made by c l i n i c i a n s  aw are  o f  o b s e r v a t i o n ,  i t  was 
though t  t h a t  v o l u n t e e r s  might  tend to  be more exper ienced  and c a p a b l e  
a s s e s s o r s .
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The f i l e  sample was c o l l e c t e d  because ,  a f t e r  s i x  m on ths  o f  v o l ­
u n t e e r  r e c r u i t m e n t ,  t h e  nunber o f  c a s e s  c o l l e c t e d  was deemed i n s u f ­
f i c i e n t .  TVo p a r i s h  school  systems in  South L o u i s i an a ,  one u rban  and 
one s u b u r b a n - r u r a l ,  consen ted to  d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  from t h e i r  f i l e s  f o r  
the  academic year  1980-81.
There were s e v e r a l  r easons  why th e  nunber o f  c a s e s  in  t h e  v o l u n ­
t e e r  sample f e l l  f a r  below e x p e c t a t i o n s .  Time p r e s s u r e s  were c i t e d  by 
many p r o s p e c t i v e  v o l u n t e e r s .  Changes in  s u p e rv i s o ry  personne l  in many 
p a r i s h e s  e i t h e r  de layed o r  p r o h ib i t e d  n ece s s a ry  consen t  f o r  p a r t i c i p a ­
t i o n .  E l im ina t ion  o f  c h i l d r e n  under r e - e v a l u a t i o n  o r  o u t s i d e  o f  th e  7 
th rough  11 age range  a l s o  l i m i t e d  the  sample.  Another f a c t o r  r e d u c e d  
the  sample s i z e  in bo th  t h e  v o l u n t e e r  and f i l e  s a m p l e s :  e x t e n s i v e
e v a l u a t i o n  th roughout th e  s t a t e  to  i d e n t i f y  g i f t e d  and t a l e n t e d  c h i l ­
d re n .  Almost tw e n t y - f i v e  p e r e n t  o f  the  v o lu n t e e r  sample and over h a l f  
th e  c a s e s  in  the  f i l e  sample were d e l e t e d  from the s tudy  because those  
c h i l d r e n  had been r e f e r r e d  fo r  e v a l u a t i o n  f o r  g i f t e d  and t a l e n t e d  pro­
grams.  I t  was f e l t  t h a t  g i f t e d  and t a l e n t e d  r e f e r r a l s  s h o u ld  n o t  be 
inc luded  in d a t a  a n a l y s i s  because the  f a c t o r s  involved  in c l a s s i f i c a ­
t i o n  d e c i s i o n s  fo r  those  c h i l d r e n  a re  very  d i f f e r e n t  from those  under­
ly in g  d e c i s i o n s  about  c h i l d r e n  with  academic d i f f i c u l t i e s .  About h a l f  
th e  c h i l d r e n  r e f e r r e d  f o r  g i f t e d  and t a l e n t e d  e v a l u a t i o n  were  found  
e l i g i b l e  f o r  such c l a s s e s .  The au tho r  p la n s  t o  e v a lu a te  the se  d a t a  in 
a s e p a r a t e  s tu d y .
Data Requested
For  the  v o lu n te e r  sample,  pho toc op ie s  o f  t h e  f a c e  s h e e t s  o f  t h e  
WISC-R, t h e  SOM PA P a ren t  In te rv i e w  Record,  the  SOM PA S t u d e n t  A s s e s s ­
ment Record,  and the  R e fe r r a l  f o r  Eva lua t ion  Form, were r e q u es te d  ( see
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Appendices C th rough  F) . In a d d i t i o n ,  the  assessm ent  teams were asked 
to  f i l l  out  a Supplementary Data S h e e t  ( s e e  Appendix  G) d u r i n g  t h e  
s t a f f  con fe rence  a t  which the  c h i l d ' s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  was made .  From 
the  above s o u r c e s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  t y p e s  o f  d a t a  were  g a t h e r e d :  ( a )
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  d a t a ,  such  a s  c e n t e r  and f i l e  number,  r e f e r r a l  s o u r c e ,  
and r e f e r r a l  r e a s o n ;  (b) dem ograph ic  d a t a  s uch  a s  a g e ,  s e x ,  e t h n i c  
g roup ,  community s i z e ,  and the SOMPA S o c i o c u l t u r a l  S c a l e s ;  (c)  e d u c a ­
t i o n a l  d a t a ,  3uch a s  c u r r e n t  e d u c a t i o n a l  p l a c e m e n t ,  g r a d e ,  s p e c i a l  
h e l p  c u r r e n t l y  o f f e r e d ,  t e a c h e r  r e p o r t s  o f  academic and behav io r  prob­
lems,  age r e l a t e d  to  g r a d e ,  and academic a c h i e v e m e n t  t e s t  d a t a ;  (d) 
p s y ch o lo g ica l  t e s t  d a t a ,  s u c h  a s  WISC-R s c o r e s ,  b o t h  s u b s c a l e s  and 
IQs,  and Bender G e s t a l t  s c o r e s ;  (e) a s s e s s o r s '  judgment d a t a ,  s u c h  a s  
r a t i n g s  o f  emot ional  ad jus tment and t e s t  b e h a v i o r ,  recommendations f o r  
s p e c i a l  educa t ion  placement,  and r a t i n g s  o f  c o n f i d e n c e  r e g a r d i n g  th e  
placement recommendation;  ( f )  a d ap t iv e  b ehav io r  d a t a ,  f rom th e  SOMPA 
ABIC and the  Vineland;  and (g) h e a l t h  d a t a ,  from SOMPA measures o r  the 
R e fe r r a l  f o r  E va lua t ion  Form.
Data fo r  the  f i l e  sample ( s e e  Appendix H) were g a t h e re d  from t h e  
same r e c o r d s ,  w i th  one e x c e p t io n .  The Supplementary Data S h e e t ,  com­
p le t e d  by the  v o l u n t e e r s  dur ing  the  s t a f f  c o n fe r e n c e ,  was u n a v a i l a b l e  
f o r  f i l e  c a s e s  because the  d a t a  s h ee t  was des igned  f o r  t h i s  s t u d y  and 
was n o t  a p a r t  o f  usual  school  a p p r a i s a l  p ro ced u re s .  Data c o n c e r n i n g  
the  a s s e s s o r s '  judgments o f  th e  c h i l d ' s  b ehav io r  and emot ional  a d j u s t ­
ment,  a s s e s s o r s '  r a t i n g s  o f  co n f id e n c e  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
c a t e g o r y ,  and s i z e  o f  t h e  c h i l d ' s  home community were u n a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
th e  f i l e  sample.
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In bo th  v o lu n te e r  and f i l e  samples,  d a t a  on some v a r i a b l e s  were 
m i s s in g ,  o f t e n  because the  d a t a  were n o t  r e q u i r e d  by t h e  g u i d e l i n e s  
f o r  a p a r t i c u l a r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  c a t e g o r y .  White c h i l d r e n  who t e s t e d  
in the  normal IQ r a n g e ,  f o r  example,  o f t e n  were  n o t  a s s e s s e d  on t h e  
S o c i o c u l t u r a l  S ca les  and t h e i r  ELP s c o r e s  were no t  c a l c u l a t e d .  A ls o ,  
t h e  a d a p t iv e  behav io r  o f  c h i l d r e n  w i th  a v e r a g e  IQs was n o t  m e asu re d  
because the  g u i d e l i n e s  s p e c i f y  u s e  o f  a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r  a s s e s s m e n t  
on ly  in  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  a c h i l d  as  m e n ta l ly  r e t a r d e d .  In a d d i t i o n ,  
t h e r e  were v a r i a t i o n s  in  d a t a  r o u t i n e l y  ga the red  by d i f f e r e n t  a s s e s s ­
ment c e n t e r s  and by i n d i v i d u a l  a s s e s s o r s .  Methods used to  h a n d l e  t h e  
problems r e l a t e d  to  miss ing  da ta  a r e  d e s c r ib e d  below.
Data Analys is
The d a t a  f i l e  f o r  the t o t a l  sample ([[ = 5 7 5 ) ,  c o m p r i s e d  o f  t h e  
v o lu n t e e r  sample and the  f i l e  sample,  was s u b j e c t e d  to  d i r e c t - m e t h o d  
m u l t i p l e  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  us ing the  S t a t i s t i c a l  Package  f o r  t h e  
S o c ia l  S c ie nces  (Version  9) program DISCRIMINANT ( H u l l  & N ie ,  1981) .  
The s p e c i a l  educa t ion  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  ass igned  by t h e  a s s e s s m e n t  team 
determined group membership.  Five groups were a n a l y z e d :  no s p e c i a l
c l a s s  (NSC), l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  (LD), s low l e a r n e r  (SL),  m i ld  m e n t a l l y  
r e t a r d e d  (MIMR), and m o d e ra t e  m e n t a l l y  r e t a r d e d  (MOMR). A s i x t h  
g roup ,  e m o t io n a l ly  d i s t u r b e d  (ED), was inc luded  in  t h e  t o t a l  s a m p le ,  
b u t  was n o t  analyzed because v a r i a b l e s  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  t h i s  group were 
a v a i l a b l e  on ly  f o r  the v o lu n t e e r  3ample.
V a r ia b l e s  inc luded  in  the a n a l y s i s  were chosen  by t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
c r i t e r i a ,  (a )  Most f r e q u e n t l y  r e c o r d e d . In o r d e r  to  maximize  t h e  
nunber o f  c a s e s ,  v a r i a b l e s  w i th  h i g h  f r e q u e n c i e s  o f  m i s s i n g  d a t a  
v a l u e s  were exc luded ,  l e a v in g  v a r i a b l e s  commonly recorded  f o r  a l a r g e
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nunber o f  c h i l d r e n .  Cb) S p e c i f i e d  in the  Louis iana  g u i d e l i n e s . Var i­
a b l e s  such a s  IQ, ELP, ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e ,  achievement  t e s t ,  and a d a p ­
t i v e  behav io r  were inc luded  because o f  t h e i r  i m p o r t a n c e  t o  c a t e g o r y  
d e f i n i t i o n s .  Most o f  t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s  were  commonly r e c o r d e d ,  b u t  
s p e c i a l  p rocedures  were r e q u i r e d  to  inc lude  some v a r i a b l e s .  Because  
o f  v a r i a t i o n s  in  the  nunber o f  achievement t e s t  s c o r e s  r e c o r d e d ,  two 
achievement v a r i a b l e s  were s e l e c t e d ,  t h e  h ig h e s t  recorded  a c h i e v e m e n t  
t e s t  s tandard  s c o r e ,  and a range  s c o r e ,  d e f in e d  as  th e  l a r g e s t  d i f f e r ­
ence between any two achievement t e s t  s tandard  s c o r e s .  In the case  o f  
a d a p t i v e  b e h a v io r ,  an i n f r e q u e n t l y  recorded  v a r i a b l e ,  a dummy v a r i a b l e  
was used .  A s c o re  o f  1 i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  the  recorded  sco re  on the  Vine­
land o r  the ABIC was w i th in  the  m en ta l ly  r e t a r d e d  r a n g e ,  and a s c o r e  
o f  0 de s igna ted  e i t h e r  a s co re  above the  r e t a r d e d  r a n g e  o r  a m i s s i n g  
v a l u e ,  (c)  R e l a t i o n s h i p  w i th  o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s . The WISC-R s u b s c a l e  
s c o re s  and th e  V e r b a l ,  P e r f o r m a n c e ,  and F u l l  S c a l e  IQs a r e  h i g h l y  
i n t e r c o r r e l a t e d .  When a l l  t h e s e  WISC-R v a r i a b l e s  were  i n c l u d e d  f o r  
a n a l y s i s ,  the  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  was unable  to  so lv e  the e igenva lue  
problem. For t h i s  r e a s o n ,  the  h ig h e s t  IQ s c o r e  was s e l e c t e d  as  a r e p ­
r e s e n t a t i v e  IQ v a r i a b l e .  S i m i l a r l y ,  th e  h i g h e s t  ELP s c o r e  was c h o s e n  
a s  a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  v a r i a b l e ,  (d) Conceptual  im por tance . Demographic 
v a r i a b l e s  such a s  r a c e  and sex were inc luded  b e c a u se  o f  t h e  i s s u e  o f  
t e s t  b i a s  in  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .
Se lec ted  v a r i a b l e s  were s u b jec ted  to  m u l t i p l e  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y ­
s i s  t o  o b ta in  a maximun of  four  d i s c r i m i n a n t  f u n c t i o n s  ( l i m i t e d  to  one 
l e s s  than  the nunber o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  g r o u p s ) .  Ihe ob ta ined  s i g n i f i ­
c a n t  f u n c t i o n s  were s u b je c t e d  to  varimax r o t a t i o n  to  c l a r i f y  i n t e r p r e ­
t a t i o n  o f  t h e  f u n c t i o n s  and t h e i r  a s s o c i a t e d  v a r i a b l e s .  Cooley  and
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Lohnes (1971) s t a t e  t h a t  d i s c r i m i n a n t  f u n c t i o n s  can be viewed as  f a c ­
t o r s  and,  " I t  may even be u s e fu l  to  v a r im a x  o r  o t h e r w i s e  r o t a t e  t h e  
chosen d i s c r i m i n a n t  f a c t o r s  r i g i d l y  to  improve the  i n t e r p r e t a b i l i t y  o f  
th e  r e f e r e n c e  v e c to r s "  (p .  250) .  A .sepa ra te  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  was 
performed fo r  the  v o lu n te e r  sample,  u s ing  the same p rocedu res ,  because 
a d d i t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e s  were recorded  fo r  t h i s  sample.  A s s e s s o r s '  j u d g ­
ments r e g a rd in g  t h e i r  degree  o f  con f ide nce  in c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  adequacy 
o f  the  c h i l d ' s  emotional  a d ju s tm en t ,  and b e h a v i o r  o b s e r v a t i o n s  were 
i n c l u d e d .
To de te rmine  the d e s c r i p t i v e  v a l i d i t y  o f  th e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  s y s ­
tem the r e s u l t s  o f  the  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s e s  o f  t h e  t o t a l  s am p le  and 
the v o lu n t e e r  sample were ev a lu a te d  in  s e v e r a l  ways .  The f o l l o w i n g  
methods were used in the  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  th e  homogeneity o f  c l a s s i f i c a ­
t i o n  c a t e g o r i e s ,  (a)  The F t e s t  was used to  de te rm ine  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f ­
f e r e n c e s  among groups on the  v a r i a b l e s  ana lyzed ,  (b) S i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  
th e  d i s c r i m i n a n t  f u n c t i o n s  was e va lua te d  us ing W i l k s '  Lambda.  These  
f u n c t i o n s  a r e  de r ived  to  maximize  g ro u p  s e p a r a t i o n ,  and w e i g h t  and 
combine the v a r i a b l e s  which a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  homogeneous w i t h i n  g ro u p s  
and he terogeneous  between groups ,  (c )  Homogeneity was a l s o  a s s e s s e d  
by e s t i m a t in g  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  acc u racy .  A c tu a l  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a ­
t i o n s  were compared to  s t a t i s t i c a l  p r e d i c t i o n s  o f  ca teg o ry  membersh ip  
us ing  the C l i n i c i a n  S imula t ion  Model. As i n d i c a t e d  e a r l i e r ,  t h e  Cl in­
i c i a n  S im ula t ion  Model i s  a s e t  o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  fu n c t i o n s  g e n e r a t e d  
by d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  and i s  a s t a t i s t i c a l  model o f  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  
v a r i a b l e s  a s s o c i a t e d  with  c l i n i c a l l y  de te rmined c a t e g o r y  m e m b e rs h ip .  
The p e rce n tag es  o f  agreement f o r  each ca teg o ry  and fo r  th e  sample as  a
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whole i n d i c a t e  the  degree  o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a c c u r a c y .  The d i s t r i b u ­
t i o n  o f  "misses"  d e s ig n a t e s  the  o v e r la pp ing  c a t e g o r i e s  and d e s c r i b e s  
th e  l i k e l i h o o d  o f  m i s c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .
Logica l  c o n s i s t e n c y  o f  the  c a t e g o r i e s  was e v a lu a te d  by com par ing  
the s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i a b l e s  i d e n t i f i e d  by d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  t o  p r o ­
f e s s i o n a l  c r i t e r i a  f o r  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  p l a c e m e n t .  The L o u i s i a n a  
Pupil  Appra isa l  Handbook (1 979), in  use a t  the  t i m e  t h e  s am p le  c h i l ­
dren were e v a l u a t e d ,  provided  ca tego ry  d e f i n i t i o n s  s p e c i f y i n g  t h e  ne ­
c e s s a ry  v a r i a b l e s ,  a p p r o p r i a t e  s co re  r a n g e s ,  and d e c i s i o n  r u l e s  f o r  
each  group .  A l o g i c a l  a n a l y s i s  o f  th e  handbook ( s ee  Appendix I )  p r o ­
vided " g u id e l in e "  ca tego ry  d e f i n i t i o n s  fo r  comparison to  the  means and 
s tandard  d e v i a t i o n s  o f  t h e  m a jo r  v a r i a b l e s  w i t h i n  e a c h  c l i n i c a l l y  
c l a s s i f i e d  c a t e g o r y ,  (a)  Means o r  ranges  on c r i t e r i o n  v a r i a b l e s  which 
did  not  conform to  the g u i d e l i n e s ,  (b) c r i t e r i o n  v a r i a b l e s  o m i t t e d  in  
c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  and ( c )  u s e  o f  v a r i a b l e s  n o t  s p e c i f i e d  in  
g u i d e l i n e  d e f i n i t i o n s ,  were a l l  noted as weaknesses in  l o g i c a l  c o n s i s ­
t e n c y .  Because o f  t h e  pub l i c  and p r o f e s s i o n a l  concern over  p o t e n t i a l  
r a c i a l  b i a s  in  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  p a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  was p a i d  to  t h e  
v a r i a b l e  o f  r a c e  and i t s  p r o p o r t i o n a t e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  among c a t e g o r i e s .
A q u a n t i t a t i v e  e s t im a te  o f  l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y  was made by com­
par ing  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  to  a compute r-genera ted  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
c a l l e d  the  G u ide l ine  Model. The l o g i c a l  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  handbook was 
t h e  b a s i s  f o r  the  G uide l ine  Model, a computer p ro g ram ,  w h ich  c l a s s i ­
f i e d  the c h i l d r e n  accord ing  to  the  s p e c i f i e d  p a r a m e t e r s  and d e c i s i o n  
r u l e s  ( s e e  Appendix I ) .  A ss e s s o r s '  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  were  compared t o  
G u ide l ine  Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  to  p r o v i d e  p e r c e n t a g e s  o f  a g r e e m e n t  
f o r  e a c h  c a t e g o r y  and f o r  t h e  s am p le  a s  a w h o l e .  The l e v e l  o f
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c l i n i c i a n - g u i d e l i n e  a g r e e m e n t  i n d i c a t e s  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  w h i c h  t h e  
a s s e s s o r s  fol lowed the g u i d e l i n e s .  " Agreement"  and " d i s a g r e e m e n t "  
groups were formed accord ing  to  whether o r  no t  C l i n i c a l  and G u i d e l i n e  
Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  placed c a s e s  in  i d e n t i c a l  c a t e g o r i e s .  Agreement 
d a t a  were c o r r e l a t e d  with  ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  s c o r e s .
The G u ide l ine  Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  were a l s o  s u b j e c t e d  to  d i s ­
c r im in a n t  a n a l y s i s  and the  same procedures  used t o  e v a l u a t e  c l i n i c a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  were app l ied  t o  the  G u i d e l i n e  Model .  Homogenei ty  o f  
t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  was a s s e s se d  by t e s t i n g  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  v a r i a b l e s  and 
the  o b ta in ed  d i s c r i m i n a n t  f u n c t i o n s  f o r  s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  and 
by de te rm in ing  the l e v e l  o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a c c u r a c y .  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
f u n c t i o n s  g e n e ra ted  by d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  G u i d e l i n e  Model 
provided  p r e d i c t i o n s  o f  group membership t o  which the  c a t e g o r i z a t i o n s  
made by the  G uide l ine  Model were compared.  Disagreements in  c l a s s i f i ­
c a t i o n  between t h e  G u i d e l i n e  Model and t h e  d e r i v e d  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
f u n c t i o n s  i n d i c a t e  a m b ig u i t i e s  in  the  g u i d e l i n e s .
An a l t e r n a t i v e  to  the  G u i d e l i n e  Model ,  t h e  IQ M odel ,  was a l s o  
e v a l u a t e d .  In c o n t r a s t  t o  the G u ide l ine  Model, which uses  ELP a s  t h e  
" i n d i c a t o r  o f  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a b i l i t i e s "  ( S t a t e  o f  L o u i s i a n a  1978,  p .  
14),  t h e  IQ Model uses  WISC-R s c o r e s ,  b u t  o the rw ise  r e t a i n s  t h e  t e rm s  
o f  the  G u ide l ine  Model. C l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  made by t h e  IQ Model were 
s u b je c t e d  to  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  and eva lua ted  f o r  h o m o g e n e i ty  and 
l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y  us ing  the same procedures  a p p l i e d  to  the  Guide l ine  
Model. C l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  was compared  t o  b o t h  IQ Model and 
G u ide l ine  Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  t o  d e t e r m i n e  w h e th e r  t h e  a s s e s s o r s  
agreed more c l o s e l y  with  th e  IQ Model than  with  th e  mandated Guide l ine  
Model us ing  ELP. Comparisons among C l i n i c a l ,  G u ide l ine  Model,  and IQ
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Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  schemes were made r e g a rd i n g  homogeneity,  l o g i c a l  
c o n s i s t e n c y ,  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  c a s e s ,  means  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i a b l e s ,  
and f a c t o r  com posi t ion .
The v o lu n t e e r  sample provided d a t a  on t h e  d e g r e e  o f  c o n f i d e n c e  
r eg a rd in g  c a t e g o r y  p l a c e m e n t  r e p o r t e d  by t h e  v o l u n t e e r  a s s e s s o r s .  
I n c lu s i o n  o f  t h e  con f ide nce  v a r i a b l e  in  the  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  per­
m i t ted  the d e t e r m in a t io n  o f  i t s  s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  in  c a t e g o r y  
p lacement.  The hypo thes ized  n e g a t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e tw e e n  a s s e s s o r  
c o n f i d e n c e  r a t i n g s  and ELP-IQ d i s p a r i t y  was a l s o  e v a l u a t e d  by a 
Pearson £  between t h e s e  two v a r i a b l e s .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
between conf idence  and l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y  was explored  in  the fo l l o w ­
ing manner. C l i n i c a l - g u i d e l i n e  agreement  d a t a  were  c o r r e l a t e d  w i th  
con f idence  r a t i n g  s co re s  and group con f ide nce  means f o r  ag re e m e n t  and 
d isag reem en t  c a s e s  were computed.
RESULTS
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  Sample
Table  1 l i s t s  th e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  c a t e g o r i e s  s e l e c t e d  f o r  i n v e s ­
t i g a t i o n  and the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  c a s e s  fo r  each sample.  The v o lu n te e r  
sample and the  f i l e  sample a re  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  e q u a l  in  s i z e ,  and t h e  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  c a s e s  among c a t e g o r i e s  i s  s i m i l a r  f o r  the two samples.  
D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  c a s e s  by c a t e g o ry  d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  among i n d i v i ­
dual  c e n t e r s ,  bu t  th e se  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  were m in o r  when 
c a s e s  were grouped in  the v o lu n te e r  and f i l e  samples.
Table 2 d e s c r i b e s  the  t o t a l  sample in terms o f  demographic  c h a r ­
a c t e r i s t i c s .  Ihe c h i l d r e n  had a mean c h r o n o l o g i c a l  age  o f  a b o u t  9 
y e a r s  and most were in the  second or  t h i r d  g r a d e .  F i f t y - t w o  p e r c e n t  
o f  th e  c h i l d r e n  were b lack  and t w o - t h i r d s  were m a le .  T h e i r  s o c i o ­
economic s t a t u s  was a v e r a g e  f o r  b l a c k s  and l e s s  t h a n  one  s t a n d a r d  
d e v i a t i o n  below th e  white mean,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  SOMPA norms (M e rc e r  & 
Lewis,  1977). T he re  a r e  o b v i o u s  d i f f e r e n c e s  among c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
g roups  i n  t e r m s  o f  sex and e t h n i c  g ro u p  when t h e  p r o p o r t i o n s  a r e  
compared to  those  o f  the t o t a l  sample.  Fem a les  c o m p r i s e  32% o f  t h e  
t o t a l  sample,  bu t  account  fo r  50% o f  th e  SL group and 25% o r  l e s s  o f  
t h e  MOMR and LD g roups .  Compared to  the  52% b la c k  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  
t o t a l  sample,  93% o f  the  MIMR group and almost  75% o f  the  SL group a re  
b l a c k .
Table 3 p r e s e n t s  the mean h ig h e s t  IQ s c o r e s  o f  t h e  t o t a l  sample  
by sex and e t h n i c  group.  B lacks  and w h i t e s  a r e  r e p r e s e n t e d  in  t h e  
sample almost  e q u a l l y ;  in  c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  h i s p a n ic  group i s  v e r y  s m a l l ,  
on ly  n ine  c a s e s .  In each e t h n i c  g r o u p ,  m a l e s  h ave  h i g h e r  IQ means 




C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  C a te g o r ie s  and 
D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  Cases f o r  the  Samples
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Volunteer Sample F i l e Sample Total Sample
Ca tego r ies N i N % N 1
No Specia l  Class (NSC) 75 26 79 28 154 27
Learning Disabled (LD) 135 47 121 42 256 44
Slow Learner (SL) 51 18 49 17 100 17
Mild Menta l ly  
Retarded (MIMR)
11 4 18 6 29 5
Moderate Mental ly 
Retarded (MOMR)
7 2 1 0 8 1
Emotiona lly  Disturbed  
(ED)










Demographic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  Total  Sample 
by C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Category
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n Sex Ethn ic  Group Age School SES (SOMPA
C a te g o r ie s (% Female) (% Black) (Years) Grade Raw Score)
NSC 35 50.6 9. 17 3.07 5.92
LD 23 39.9 9. 17 3.00 6.02
SL 50 74.7 9. 42 2.92 5.03
MIMR 38 93.1 9.67 2.75 5.76
MOMR 25 62.5 9. 20 ro -tr O —
ED 32 57. 1 9.27 2.86 5.81








H ighest IQ by Sex and E thnic  Group f o r  the  T o ta l Sample
Ethnic  Group
Black White Hi spanic Total
M 84.38 95.35 98.00 89.86
SD 13.02 13.69 7 .25 14.37
N 191 183 5 379
M 81.76 89.73 95.75 85.03
SD 12.01 11.74 11.38 12.54
N 108 66 4 178
M 82. 43 93. 86 97.00 88.31
SD 12. 70 13.41 8.73 13.99
N 299 249 9 557
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p o i n t s .  For b o t h  m a l e s  and f e m a l e s ,  w h i t e s  s c o r e  a b o u t  10 p o i n t s  
h ig h e r  than b la c k s  and h i s p a n i c s  s c o r e  l e s s  t h a n  f o u r  p o i n t s  above  
w h i te s .
S im i la r  sex and e th n ic  group com par is ions  on h i g h e s t  ELP s c o r e s  
a r e  shown in Table 4. Ihe rank  o rd e r  o f  th e  s ex es  and e t h n i c  g r o u p s  
a r e  the same f o r  ELP a s  fo r  IQ, bu t  t h e r e  a r e  i n t e r e s t i n g  d i f f e r e n c e s .  
Although the  o v e r a l l  mean ELP d i f f e r e n c e  be tw ee n  m a l e s  and f e m a l e s  
remains a t  about  f i v e  p o i n t s ,  t h e  mean w h i te -b l a c k  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  l e s s  
than  one ELP p o i n t  and b lack  females  s c o re  s l i g h t l y  h ig h e r  t h a n  w h i te  
females .  H ispanics  s u r p a s s  w h i t e s  w i t h  a mean d i f f e r e n c e  o f  a b o u t  
e i g h t  p o i n t s .  ELP means a r e  a l l  in the average  range  o f  90 t o  110. In 
c o n t r a s t ,  b la ck  m a les ,  b la ck  f em a les ,  and white females  have  IQ means 
in  the low average  ran g e  o f  80 t o  90.
T a b l e  5 p r e s e n t s  sex  and e t h n i c  g ro u p  means  f o r  t h e  h i g h e s t  
achievement t e s t  s c o r e .  Sex d i f f e r e n c e s  on a c h iev em en t  a r e  m i n i m a l ,  
b u t  e t h n i c  group d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  f o r  bo th  sexes .  H i s p a n i c  
h ig h e s t  achievement s co re s  a r e  in  the  ave rage  range  on n a t i o n a l  norms, 
w h i le  white s c o r e s  a r e  seven p o i n t s  low er ,  and b lack  s c o re s  a r e  ab o u t  
one s tandard  d e v i a t i o n  below th e  s tandard  sco re  mean o f  100. 
D isc r im inan t  Analyses
D is c r im in an t  a n a l y s i s  o f  th e  t o t a l  sample was based on 474 ca s e s .  
Of the  101 c a se s  excluded from the  a n a l y s i s ,  73 ca se s  had m iss ing  v a l ­
ues  on a t  l e a s t  one d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  v a r i a b l e ,  and 28 c a s e s  were c l a s s i ­
f i e d  ED. The ED group was excluded b e c a u s e  t h e r e  were  no v a r i a b l e s  
f o r  the f i l e  sample which c o u l d  r e l i a b l y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  t h i s  g r o u p .  






T o ta l
N o te .
Table 4
H ighest ELP by Sex and E thn ic  Group f o r  th e  T o ta l Sample
Ethnic  Group
B1 ack White Hispanic Tota l
M 98.73 99.81 107.80 99.34
SD 14.83 145 12. 13 14.27
N 181 13.59 5 331
M 95.02 93.50 104.75 94.75
SD 14. 15 13.40 8. 38 13.84
N 100 54 4 158
M 97.41 98.10 106.44 97.86
SD 14.68 13.79 10.13 14.28
N 281 199 9 489
N i s  reduced because ELPs were n o t  c a l c u l a t e d  f o r  a l l  c a s e s .
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Table 5
Mean Highest  Achievement Test Score b y  Sex 













9 9 . 6 0
2 3 . 4 6
5
M 83.90 92.10 95.60
Female SD 12.87 10.75 4.95
N 106 65 2





















t h e i r  i n c l u s i o n ,  a r e  d esc r ibe d  in Tab le  6 .  U n i v a r i a t e  F r a t i o s  f o r  
a l l  seven v a r i a b l e s  were s i g n i f i c a n t  (p < . 0 5 ) .
Adap tive b ehav io r  r e s u l t s  appear in  Table 7.  As t h e  t a b l e  i n d i ­
c a t e s ,  no a d a p t iv e  behav io r  score  was r e c o r d e d  f o r  60% o f  t h e  c a s e s  
an a ly z e d ,  and more t h a n  70% o f  t h e  NSC and LD g r o u p s  were  m i s s i n g  
v a l u e s  on t h i s  v a r i a b l e .  In c o n t r a s t ,  a l l  MOMR c a s e s  had r e c o r d e d  
a d a p t iv e  behav io r  s c o r e s .  F i f t e e n  p e r c e n t  o f  MIMR c a s e s  and 24% o f  
th e  SL c a s e s  had miss ing  a d a p t iv e  b e h a v i o r  s c o r e s .  Group means  a r e  
r e p o r t e d  in the  t a b l e  with  the  _N f o r  each group r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  num­
ber o f  s c o r e s  r e p o r t e d .  As n o t e d  i n  t h e  t a b l e ,  ABIC s c o r e s  were 
transformed  to  the  s tandard  sco re  m e t r i c  o f  th e  V i n e l a n d .  T he re  a r e  
d i f f e r e n c e s  in  the group means f o r  the  two measures.  On the  Vineland,  
b o th  the  NSC and LD groups scored about one s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n  be low  
t h e  norms mean o f  100, w i th  p r o g r e s s i v e  d e c r e a s e s  i n  SL, MIMR, and 
MOMR means.  For t h e  ABIC, h o w e v e r ,  t h e  NSC mean was c l o s e  t o  t h e  
transformed  s tandard  sco re  mean o f  100, w h i l e  LD and SL means  were 
lower and h ig h ly  s i m i l a r .  Also,  the  rank  o rde r  f o r  MIMR and MOMR i s  
r e v e r s e d ;  t h e  MOMR ABIC group mean i s  h ighe r  (and above  t h e  r e t a r d e d  
c r i t e r i o n  c u t t i n g  score)  than the MIMR mean .  T a b l e  7 a l s o  p r e s e n t s  
th e  pe rc e n ta g e s  o f  each  g roup  w i t h  a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r  s c o r e s  i n  t h e  
r e t a r d e d  range .  There a r e  marked  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e s e  p e r c e n t a g e s  
between the  two r e ta rd e d  groups and a l l  o th e r  g r o u p s .  Both  MIMR and 
MOMR c o n t a in  h igh  p r o p o r t i o n s  o f  c a s e s  w i t h  s c o r e s  i n  t h e  r e t a r d e d  
range  while  o t h e r  groups have few such s c o r e s .
R e s u l t s  f o r  the remaining s ix  s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i a b l e s  a r e  p resen ted  
in Table 8.  A n t i c ip a te d  rank ings  among the groups can be s e e n  on t h e  
IQ v a r i a b l e .  IQ means in  the average  range  a r e  found f o r  t h e  NSC and
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V a r ia b le s  Entered
V ar iab le  Name 
Adap tive Behavior





ELP-IQ D i f f e re n c e
Sex
Table 6
in  D isc r im in an t A na lys is  o f  th e  T otal Sample
D es c r ip t io n  
ABIC Scaled Score Below 
23 or  Vineland Score 
Below 70
S e le c ted  from V,P, or  
FS WAIS-R IQs
S e le c te d  from Reading,  
S p e l l in g  o r  A r i thm et ic  
Standard  Scores  on WRAT, 
PIAT, o r  Woodcock- 
Johnson
D if fe rence  Between 
Highest  and Lowest 
Achievement Test 
S tandard Scores 
% Black
Highest ELP Minus 
Highest  IQ 
Male o r  Female
R a t io n a le  f o r  In c lu s io n  
Impor tant  in  G u ide l ines
Conceptual Importance 
R ep re s e n t a t i v e  o f  
Severa l  Highly 
C or re la ted  V a r ia b l e s  
Impor tan t  in  G u ide l ines  
R ep re s e n t a t i v e  o f  
Severa l  Highly 
C o r re la ted  Scores
Conceptual Importance 
Impor tant  in  Guide l ine
Conceptual Importance 




Adaptive Behavior Data f o r  C l i n i c a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Groups 
f o r  the  Tota l  Sample
Adaptive Behavior Measures Missing Scores  in
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n Vineland ABIC Total Data Retarded
Groups N Mean N Mean Te sted Cases Total Range %
NSC 32 85.88 5 98.00 37 101 138 <0. 1
LD 42 85. 12 13 82.15 55 163 218 2 .7
SL 51 78.86 13 82.62 64 20 84 5 .9
MIMR 20 68.10 3 63.00 23 4 27 70. 3
MOMR 4 64.50 5 78.60 9 0 7 85.7
T o ta l 149 80.30 39 82.41 188 288 474 8 .0
Notes . 1) Two c a s e s  in the MOMR group had s c o re s on both adap t iv
behav ior  measures.  2) ABIC means have been transformed to  the  same 
s c a l e  as th e  Vineland by adding a c o n s t a n t  o f  50 t o  each ABIC s c o r e .
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Table 8
S i g n i f i c a n t  Test  Score and Demographic V ar ia b l e s  
f o r  C l i n i c a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  in the  Tota l  Sample
N
%
Te3t Score V ar ia b l e s
Highes t  IQ M
SD





D if f e r e n c e  SD
Demographic V a r ia b l e s  
Ethnic  Group {% Black) 
Sex (S Female)







13.75 11.32 1 0.95
15.59 13.99 10.95
11.77 10 .88  9.01




c a t i o n  Groups 




5.85 6.60 14. 44









LD g roups ,  w i th  the  LD group s l i g h t l y  h i g h e r .  The SL group mean o f  76 
ranks t h i r d  and f a l l s  in  a b o r d e r l i n e  range  between mental  r e t a r d a t i o n  
and low ave rage  i n t e l l i g e n c e .  The means f o r  t h e  MIMR and t h e  MOHR 
g roups ,  65 and 55 r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  a r e  the  low es t  IQ s c o r e s .  Group mean 
r a n k in g s  on the  h ig h e s t  achievement  t e s t  v a r i a b l e  a r e  s i m i l a r  to  r a n k ­
ings  on IQ, excep t  t h a t  the  LD a c h iev em en t  mean i s  t e n  p o i n t s  lo w e r  
than the  NSC mean. The SL, MIMR, and MOMR g r o u p s  a r e  r a n k e d  t h i r d ,  
f o u r t h ,  and f i f t h ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  A chievement t e s t  r a n g e  i s  l a r g e s t  
f o r  the  NSC group and s m a l l e s t  fo r  the MOMR and SL g r o u p s .  The l a r ­
g es t  ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  i s  found in  the  MOMR group and the  s m a l l e s t  in  
the  NSC group .  For the  demographic v a r i a b l e s  o f  e t h n i c  group  and sex 
th e r e  a re  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  p r o p o r t i o n s  among th e  g r o u p s .  B la c k s  com­
p r i s e  56% o f  t h e  analyzed sample.  In t h e  SL, MIMR, and MOMR g r o u p s  
t h e  p e rc e n ta g e  o f  b lacks  ranges  from 72 t o  93?  (MIMR). B la c k s  com­
p r i s e d  43% o f  th e  LD group.  The LD group has  d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  few 
fem a le s ,  23%, and the SL group has  th e  l a r g e s t  p e r c e n t a g e ,  48%, com­
pared to  the  31% o f  t h e  t o t a l  sample who a r e  female.
Four can o n ic a l  d i s c r i m i n a n t  f u n c t i o n s  ( s ee  Appendix J ,  T a b l e  2) 
were gene ra ted  us ing  the seven  v a r i a b l e s .  The f u n c t i o n s  were  s ub ­
j e c t e d  to  varimax r o t a t i o n  to  maximize the  c o e f f i c i e n t s  o f  e a c h  v a r i ­
ab l e  on one o f  th e  four  r e s u l t a n t  f a c t o r s  ( s ee  Appendix J ,  T a b l e  4 ) .  
F a c to r  I ,  account ing  fo r  44% o f  t h e  v a r i a n c e ,  i s  A d a p t i v e  B e h a v i o r .  
F a c to r  I I  i s  IQ, which accoun ts  f o r  34% o f  th e  v a r i a n c e .  F a c t o r  I I I ,  
Achievement, c o n t r i b u t e s  15% o f  t h e  v a r i a n c e ,  and F a c t o r  IV i s  Demo­
graph ic  In fo rm a t io n ,  accoun t ing  f o r  6% o f  th e  v a r i a n c e .
Table 9 compares the  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e  assessmen t teams with  
t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  p r e d ic te d  by the  C l i n i c i a n  S im ula t ion  Model .  The
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Table 9
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Accuracy: C l i n i c a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Compared to
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  by C l i n i c i a n  S im ula t ion  Model f o r  the  Tota l  Sample
C l i n i c a l
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  P red ic ted  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n
Groups N NSC LD SL MIMR MOMR
NSC 138 N 94 35 8 1 0
% 68. 1 25.4 5 .6 0 .7 0 .0
LD 218 N 48 151 15 4 0
% 22. 0 69.3 6.9 1.8 0 . 0
SL 84 N 19 16 44 5 0
% 22 .6 19.0 52. 4 6.0
O•o
MIMR 27 N 1 0 6 19 1
% 3 .7 0 .0 22 .2 70.4 3 .7
MOMR 7 N 0 0 0 3 4
% 0 . 0 0 .0 0 .0 42.9 57.1
Tota l 474 162 202 73 32 5
Note.  O vera l l agreement: 65 .82$.
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u n d e r l i n e d  v a lu es  r e p r e s e n t  the  p e rcen tage  o f  c a s e s  in  e a c h  c l i n i c a l  
group which agree  w i th  p r e d i c t i o n s  o f  t h e  C l i n i c i a n  S im u la t i o n  Model .  
O vera l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  accuracy  i s  65.8%. The SL and MCMR g r o u p s  had 
the low es t  agreement l e v e l s .  In the  SL g roup ,  t h e  C l i n i c i a n  S im u la ­
t i o n  Model ass igned  about 23% o f  the  c a s e s  t o  NSC, 19% t o  LD, and 6% 
to  MIMR, a wide range  o f  ca t e g o ry  o v e r l a p .  For t h e  MOMR g r o u p ,  com­
puted c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  ass igned  43% to  the  MIMR group,  l i m i t i n g  ca tego ry  
o v e r l a p  to  the  r e t a r d e d  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s .  There was c o n s id e r a b le  over ­
la p  between the  NSC and LD g r o u p s .  The C l i n i c i a n  S i m u l a t i o n  Model 
c l a s s i f i e d  25% o f  th e  NSC c a s e s  a s  LD and 22% o f  th e  LD c a s e s  as  NSC.
G u ide l ine  Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  groups were a l s o  s u b jec ted  to  d i s ­
c r im in a n t  a n a l y s i s .  As d e s c r ib e d  e a r l i e r  and o u t l i n e d  in  Appendix I ,  
t h e  Guide l ine  Model i s  a com pu te r  p rogram  w r i t t e n  t o  c l a s s i f y  t h e  
c a s e s  accord ing  to  c r i t e r i a  s p e c i f i e d  in  the  L ou is iana  Pupil  A ppra isa l  
Handbook (1 979). This  a n a l y s i s  was based on 361 c a s e s .  O n e - t h i r d  o f  
the t o t a l  sample,  192 c a s e s ,  was excluded because o f  one o r  more miss ­
ing v a r i a b l e s ;  ELP s c o r e s  were  m i s s i n g  f o r  49;  143 c a s e s  had o t h e r  
m iss in g  v a r i a b l e s ,  u s u a l l y  a c h i e v e m e n t  t e s t  s c o r e s ;  22 a d d i t i o n a l  
c a s e s  c l a s s i f i e d  ED were excluded .
D e t a i l s  o f  t h i s  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  a r e  found  in  Appendix K, 
Tables  1 th rough  4, and in  T a b l e s  19 t h r o u g h  27,  w h ich  compare  t h e  
r e s u l t s  o f  C l i n i c a l ,  Guidel ine  Model, and IQ Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  A 
somewhat d i f f e r e n t  s e t  o f  v a r i a b l e s  was used f o r  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  because 
o f  c r i t e r i a  de f ined  by the  g u i d e l i n e s .  Three a c h i e v e m e n t  t e s t s  were  
r e q u i r e d ;  t h u s  t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s  were  used  r a t h e r  t h a n  t h e  h i g h e s t  
achievement  t e s t  and achievement range  v a r i a b l e s .  Age and ELP w ere
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al so  included because they  were e s s e n t i a l  to  the  G u ide l ine  Model- All  
the v a r i a b l e s  d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  among groups (j> < .05 ) .
Although th e  Guide l ine  Model p ro v id e d  f o r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  among 
the  f i v e  groups l i s t e d  in the  c l i n i c i a n - g r o u p e d  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s ,  
i t  did  not  a s s i g n  any c a s e s  to  the MOMR group .  Ihus the  a n a l y s i s  gen­
e r a t e d  only  t h r e e  d i s c r i m i n a n t  f u n c t i o n s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  s e p a r a ­
t i o n  o f  four  g roups .  Varimax r o t a t i o n  o f  t h e  f u n c t i o n s  r e s u l t e d  in  
t h r e e  f a c t o r s  ( s e e  Table *4 in  Appendix K f o r  the  r o t a t e d  s t a n d a r d i z e d  
d i s c r i m i n a n t  f u n c t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s ) . F a c to r  I ,  account ing  f o r  a l m o s t  
5056 o f  the  v a r i a n c e ,  i s  Adaptive Behavior.  IQ i s  th e  predominant  v a r i ­
a b l e  c o n t r i b u t i n g  to  Fac to r  I I ,  bu t  r ead in g  ach i e v e m e n t  and age  a l s o  
have t h e i r  h ig h e s t  c o e f f i c i e n t s  on t h i s  f a c t o r .  F a c t o r  I I I  m i g h t  be 
c a l l e d  Demographic In fo rm at ion  as  ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e ,  e t h n i c  group ,  and 
sex have t h e i r  h ig h e s t  lo a d in g s  on t h i s  f a c t o r .  All achievement v a r i ­
a b l e s  a l s o  c o n t r i b u t e  to  F ac to r  I I I .
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  accuracy r e s u l t s  appear in Table 10. C l a s s i f i c a ­
t i o n  g roups ,  a s  determined by t h e  G u i d e l i n e  Model ,  a r e  compared  t o  
p r e d i c t e d  group membership based on the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  f u n c t i o n s  gen ­
e r a t e d  by the  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  G u id e l in e  Model .  O v e r a l l  
agreement i s  85. 856, c o n s id e r a b ly  h ighe r  than c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
accuracy  (65.8%).  The SL group has  the  lowes t  l e v e l  o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
accuracy  (33%); 50% o f  t h a t  group c l a s s i f i e d  a s  NSC. The LD g r o u p ,  
w i th  a 58% agreement l e v e l ,  a l s o  has a l a r g e  p ro p o r t i o n  o f  c a s e s  (37%) 
ass igned  to  NSC by the  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  f u n c t i o n s .  The agreement between 
g u i d e l i n e  and s t a t i s t i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  the  MIMR group i s  100%; 
a l l  c a s e s  ass igned  by the  Guide l ine  Model a r e  so c l a s s i f i e d  by d i s ­
c r im in a n t  a n a l y s i s .  However, in  a d d i t i o n  to  the  18 c a s e s  a s s i g n e d  t o
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Accuracy:  Guidel ine  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Compared to
D iscr im inan t  A na lys is  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e  G uide l ine  Model
G uide l ine  Model





T o t a l s  361
Note.  O vera l l  agreement:  85.
D is c r im in an t  Analys is  
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Groups
NSC LD SL MIMR
256 8 4 6
93.4% 2.9% 1.5% 2.2%
19 30 0 2
37.3% 58.8% 0.0% 3.9%
9 0 6 3
50.0% 0.0% 33.3% 16.7%
0 0 0 16
0 . 0% 0 . 0 % 0 . 0% 100 . 0%
284 38 10 29
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MIMR by th e  Guidel ine  Model, t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  f u n c t i o n s  a s s i g n e d  an 
a d d i t i o n a l  11 c a s e s  a s  MIMR. The NSC group a l s o  h a s  a h i g h  l e v e l  o f  
agreement,  93%.
Table 11 co m p ares  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  t o  G u i d e l i n e  Model 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  O vera l l  agreement between c l i n i c i a n s  and t h e  G uide ­
l i n e  Model, a measure o f  l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y ,  i s  about  42%. Agreement 
o f  c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  ca se s  with  the  G u ide l ine  Model i s  h i g h e s t  fo r  
the  NSC g roup ,  a t  o v e r  87%, and l o w e s t  f o r  t h e  MOMR g r o u p ,  a t  0%. 
While c l i n i c i a n s  c l a s s i f i e d  seven c a s e s  in  the  MOMR group ,  t h e  G u ide ­
l i n e  Model ass igned  none to  t h a t  g roup ,  i n s t e a d  p l a c i n g  f o u r  i n  MIMR 
and th r e e  in  SL. Overlap between the  NSC and LD groups  i s  e v i d e n t ;  o f  
th e  c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  NSC c a s e s  grouped d i f f e r e n t l y  by t h e  G u ide ­
l i n e  Model, a l l  but  one case  were c l a s s i f i e d  LD. A l s o ,  o v e r  75% o f  
the  c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  LD c a s e s  were c a t e g o r i z e d  NSC by t h e  G u ide ­
l i n e  Model, and the  l e v e l  o f  c l i n i c a l - g u i d e l i n e  agreement was on ly  22% 
f o r  the LD g ro u p .  S i m i l a r  r e s u l t s  a r e  s e e n  in  t h e  SL g r o u p .  The 
Guide l ine  Model c l a s s i f i e d  almost  82% o f  t h e  c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  SL 
c a s e s  as  NSC and only  12% as  SL. Overlap  with  NSC i s  seen  in  th e  MIMR 
group as  w e l l .  Although the  G u id e l in e  Model a g r e e d  w i t h  t h e  c l i n i ­
c i a n s  in  50% o f  th e  c l i n i c a l  MIMR g roup ,  29% were c l a s s i f i e d  NSC.
Table 12 p r e s e n t s ,  f o r  each  g roup ,  a comparison o f  ELP-IQ d i f f e r ­
ence means fo r  c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  c a s e s  which a g r e e d  o r  d i s a g r e e d  
wi th  the G u ide l ine  Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s .  For a l l  but  t h e  NSC g r o u p ,  
c a s e s  o f  c l i n i c a l - g u i d e l i n e  d isag reem en t  had h i g h e r  mean ELP-IQ d i f ­
f e r e n c e  s co re s  than  agreement c a s e s .  Ihe c o r r e l a t i o n  b e tw e e n  a g r e e ­
ment da ta  and ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  was n e g a t i v e  ( £  = - . 3 2 )  and s i g n i f ­
i c a n t  (p < .001) .  An in c re a s e  in  the ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  i s  a s s o c i a t e d
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Table 11
Logica l  Cons is tency  o f  C l i n i c a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  C l i n i c a l
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Compared t o  G u ide l ine  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n
C l i n i c a l
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Guidel ine  Model C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Groups
Groups N NSC LD SL MIMR MOMR
NSC 112 98 13 0 1 0
87.5* 11.6* 0.0* 0.9* 0.0*
LD 153 116 34 3 0 0
75.8* 22.2* 2.0* 0.0* 0. 0*
SL 66 54 3 8 1 0
CO
CO 4.5* 12. 1* 1.5* 0 .0*
MIMR 24 7 1 4 12 0
29 . 2* 4.2* 16.7* 50.0* 0. 0*
MOMR 7 0 0 3 4 0
0.0* 0.0* 42.8* 57. 1* 0. 0*
T o t a l s 362 275 51 18 18 0
Note.  Overa l l ag reem ent : 41.99*.
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Table  12
Mean ELP-IQ D i f fe re n c e  f o r  Cases o f  Agreement and
Disagreement between C l i n i c a l and Guidel ine Model C l a s s i f i c a t i o n
Cl in ic  a l Agreement Cases Di sagreement Cases
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n Percent IQ-ELP IQ-ELP
Groups N Agreement N D if f e r e n c e  N D if fe ren ce Total
NSC 112 87.50 98 7.92 14 3.86 7. 41
LD 153 22.22 34 3. 12 119 12.86 10. 69
SL 66 12. 12 8 3.50 58 11.50 10.53
MIMR 24 50.00 12 8. 17 12 11.67 9.92
MOMR 7 0 .0 0 — 7 14.00 14. 00
T o ta l 362 41.99 152 6.63 210 11.85 9.66
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w i th  a d e c re ase  in agreement between c l i n i c a l  and g u i d e l i n e  c l a s s i f i ­
c a t i o n .
The 361 cases  c l a s s i f i e d  by the  G u ide l ine  Model were r e c l a s s i f i e d  
us ing  the  IQ Model, which s u b s t i t u t e s  IQ f o r  ELP b u t  o t h e r w i s e  u s e s  
Guide l ine  Model c r i t e r i a  ( s e e  Appendix I ) .  The c a s e s  regrouped by the  
IQ Model were s u b jec ted  to  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s .  I n f o r m a t i o n  c o n ­
cern ing  the  d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  v a r i a b l e s  and the r o t a t e d  s tan d a rd ized  d i s ­
c r im in a n t  f u n c t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  four  f a c t o r s  a p p e a r s  i n  Appendix 
L, Tables 1 and 2. These r e s u l t s  a r e  a l s o  sunmarized below i n  T a b l e s  
19 th rough  27, which compare the  r e s u l t s  o f  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  f o r  
v a r io u s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  models .
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  accuracy  f o r  the  IQ Model i s  shown in Table 13; IQ 
Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  compared to  group membership a s  p r e d i c t e d  by 
th e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  fu n c t i o n s  gene ra ted  by d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  o f  the  
IQ Model. O vera l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a c c u r a c y  i s  83.9%, s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  
agreement l e v e l  f o r  the  G u ide l ine  Model. As i n  t h e  G u i d e l i n e  Model ,  
t he  IQ Model produced the  h ig h e s t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  accuracy  f o r  the  MIMR 
group,  100%. Lowest a c c u ra c y ,  0%, i s  found  in  t h e  MOMR g r o u p ,  c o n ­
s i s t i n g  o f  one case  which the  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  fu n c t i o n s  p laced  in MIMR. 
About o n e - t h i r d  o f  the  IQ Model SL c a s e s  were c l a s s i f i e d  NSC by s t a ­
t i s t i c a l  p r e d i c t i o n .  Category o v e r l a p  between NSC and LD can be seen ,  
w i th  most o f  t h e  "misses '1 in each o f  t h e s e  g r o u p s  c l a s s i f i e d  i n  t h e  
o t h e r  c a t e g o r y .
Logica l  c o n s i s t e n c y  o f  th e  IQ Model i s  shown in Table 14, a com­
p a r i s o n  o f  IQ Model and G u i d e l i n e  Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  O v e r a l l  
agreement in c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  by t h e  two m o d e l s  i s  73.2%.  The m a j o r  
d i f f e r e n c e  between the  models  i s  t h a t  th e  G u id e l in e  Model c l a s s i f i e d
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Table 13
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Accuracy: IQ Model C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Compared to  
D isc r im inan t  A nalys is  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  IQ Model
IQ Model
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Note . O vera l l  agreement:  73.20%.
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over o n e - t h i r d  more c a s e s  NSC than  d id  the IQ Model. Over 50% o f  t h e  
IQ Model LD c a s e s  were c l a s s i f i e d  NSC by the  G u i d e l i n e  Model and 60% 
o f  t h e  IQ Model SL c a s e s  were placed by t h e  G u i d e l i n e  Model in  NSC. 
Even in  the  IQ Model MIMR group ,  th e  G u ide l ine  Model c l a s s i f i e d  20% as  
NSC. The h ig h e s t  l e v e l  o f  agreement i s  seen in  the  IQ Model NSC group 
and th e  low es t  in  the  MOMR group .  The one case  c l a s s i f i e d  MOMR by th e  
IQ Model was c l a s s i f i e d  SSL by the  G u ide l ine  Model.
Table  15 compares c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  to  IQ Model c l a s s i f i ­
c a t i o n ,  w i th  an o v e r a l l  a g r e e m e n t  l e v e l  o f  55.8%, h i g h e r  th a n  t h e  
c l i n i c a l - g u i d e l i n e  a g r e e m e n t  l e v e l  o f  41.9%. A m a jo r  d i f f e r e n c e  
between t h e  two c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  schem es  i s  s e e n  in  t h e  NSC g r o u p .  
Although c l i n i c a l  NSC c a s e s  have the  h ig h e s t  a g re e m e n t  l e v e l  w i t h  IQ 
Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  th e  IQ Model c l a s s i f i e d  a l m o s t  t w i c e  a s  many 
c a s e s  NSC a s  d id  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  C lo s e  t o  50% o f  b o t h  t h e  
c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  LD and SL groups  were as s igned  to  NSC by t h e  IQ 
Model. C l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  MOMR c a s e s  show t h e  l o w e s t  l e v e l  o f  
agreement (14%) with  th e  IQ Model.
Volunteer  Sample
D is c r im in an t  a n a l y s i s  o f  th e  v o lu n t e e r  sample was c a r r i e d  o u t  t o  
e v a l u a t e  v a r i a b l e s  a v a i l a b l e  on ly  f o r  t h i s  s u b s e t  o f  th e  t o t a l  c l i n i ­
c a l  sample.  In a d d i t i o n  to the seven v a r i a b l e s  used in  the  t o t a l  sam­
p l e  a n a l y s i s ,  237 v o lu n te e r  sample c a s e s  provided  s i x  a s s e s s o r  j u d g ­
ment v a r i a b l e s  concern ing  each c h i l d ' s  emot iona l  a d j u s t m e n t  and t e s t  
b e h a v i o r ,  and a r a t i n g  o f  the  a s s e s s o r ' s  c o n f id e n c e  t h a t  t h e  c h i l d ' s  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  was a c c u r a t e .  Six c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  groups  were ana lyzed ,  
th e  f i v e  groups  p r e v io u s ly  analyzed fo r  the  t o t a l  s a m p l e ,  and t h e  ED 
group (N = 9 ) .
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Table 15
C l i n i c a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Compared to  IQ Model C l a s s i f i c a t i o n
Cl i n i c a l
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n IQ Model C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Groups
Groups N NSC LD SL MIMR MOMR
NSC 112 91 19 1 1 0
81.2% 17.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.0%
LD 153 73 62 18 0 0
47.7% 40.5% 11.8% 0.0% O o **
SL 66 33 1 30 2 0
50.0% 1.5% 45.4% 3.0% 0.0%
MIMR 24 2 0 4 18 0
8.3? 0.0% 16.7% 75.0% 0.0%
MOMR 7 0 0 2 4 1
0.0% 0.0% 28. 6% 57. 1% 14. 3%
T o t a l s 362 199 82 55 25 1
Note.  O vera l l Agreement : 55.80%.
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Group means fo r  the  f i r s t  seven v a r i a b l e s  a r e  p r e s e n te d  i n  T a b l e  
16. The r e s u l t s  a r e  s i m i l a r  to  th o s e  seen f o r  t h e  t o t a l  sample,  excep t  
t h a t  group d i f f e r e n c e s  on achievement s c o re  range  a r e  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t .  
The a d d i t i o n  o f  the  ED group p ro v id e s  a c o m p a r i s o n  o f  t h i s  g r o u p  t o  
the o t h e r  f i v e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  g ro u p s .  Oi a d a p t iv e  b eh av io r  and IQ, ED 
means a r e  s i m i l a r  to  those  f o r  NSC and LD. The ED h i g h e s t  achievement 
s c o re  mean i s  v i r t u a l l y  i d e n t i c a l  t o  NSC and h ighe r  than LD. The per­
cen tage  o f  b l a c k  c h i l d r e n  in ED i s  r e l a t i v e l y  low, s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  NSC 
g roup ,  and the p e rce n tag e  o f  fem a les  i s  r e l a t i v e l y  h i g h ,  a s  i t  i s  i n  
the  SL and MIMR groups .
Of the  six a s s e s s o r  judgment v a r i a b l e s  shown in  T a b l e  17, o n l y  
t h e  em otional  ad ju s tm en t  v a r i a b l e  a t t a i n e d  s i g n i f i c a n c e  (jj < . 0 5 ) .  On 
a s c a l e  o f  1 (Severe ly  d i s t u r b e d )  t o  7 ( E x c e l l e n t  e m o t i o n a l  a d j u s t ­
ment) ,  t h e  ED mean i s  2 .0 ,  w h i le  t h e  o t h e r  g ro u p  means  c l u s t e r  in  a 
narrow r a n g e  from 4 . 3  t o  4 . 6 .  A ss e s s o r  j u d g m e n t s  o f  c h i l d  b e h a v i o r  
d u r in g  t e s t i n g ,  such as  i n t e r e s t e d ,  p a s s i v e ,  h y p e r a c t i v e ,  o r  s h y ,  do  
not  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  among g roups .  F i n a l l y ,  mean c l i n i c i a n  c o n ­
f id e n c e  r a t i n g s  r e g a rd in g  c o r r e c t n e s s  o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a r e  n o t  s i g ­
n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  among groups .  On a s c a l e  o f  1 (Not a t  a l l  c o n f i ­
den t )  t o  5 (Very c o n f id e n t )  , t h e  v o lu n t e e r  a s s e s s o r s  have a mean s c o re  
o f  4.45 and no group mean i s  below 4.24.
Although a s s e s s o r  co n f id e n c e  was n o t  found  t o  be  a s i g n i f i c a n t  
d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  v a r i a b l e ,  i t s  p o s s i b l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t o  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
accuracy  and l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y  were e x p l o r e d .  C a s e s  were  d i v i d e d  
in t o  agreement and d i s a g r e e m e n t  g r o u p s ,  b a s e d  on w h e t h e r  c l i n i c a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  each  case  agreed w i th  G u i d e l i n e  Model c a t e g o r i z a ­
t i o n .  The mean conf idence  s c o re s  f o r  the  ag reem ent  and d i s a g r e e m e n t
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Table 16
V olun teer  Sample Means f o r  V ar iab les
Common to  Both Volunteer  and Total Samples
N
C l i n i c a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
NSC LD ED SL 








V a r ia b l e s  
Highes t  IQ
Sig .
» 93.76 93.61 94.56 74.63 64. 44 53.67 88.52
ELP-IQ * 5.61 8.47 9.89 11.58 12. 11 13. 83 8.55
Highes t ft 96.07 87.80 96.00 78.96 74.63 66.33 87.82
Achievement 
Ac hlevement NS 14.28 13.76 15.77 10.35 13.71 11.50 13. 37
Range
Adaptive Behavior 
(.% in  Retarded * 2 3 0 3 67 83 7
Range)
E thn ic  Group * 31 48 33 84 100 67 52
(!t Black)
Sex (% Female) ft 27 20 44 45 44 17 28
*p<.05.
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Table  17 
Volunteer  Sample Means f o r  
Assessor Judgment V ar iab le s
C l i n i c a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Groups
NSC LD ED SL MIMR MOMR Tot
N 62 113 9 38 9 6 237
V a r ia b l e s Sig .
(Rat ings)
Emotional * 4.35 4. 65 2.00 4.37 4.56 4.33 4.
Adjustment
Confidence in NS 4.25 4. 56 4. 67 4 .24 4.78 5.00 4,
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n s
Test  Behaviors
{% checked)
I n t e r e s t e d NS 69 68 22 63 44 50 64
P a s s iv e NS 8 10 22 13 22 0 10
Hyperac t ive NS 10 13 22 13 22 33 14
Shy NS 8 4 11 13 11 17 7
*j>< .05.
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c a s e s  f o r  each g r o u p  a p p e a r  i n  T a b l e  18. The NSC g r o u p ,  w i t h  t h e  
h ig h e s t  p e rcen tage  o f  c l i n i c a l - g u i d e l i n e  ag ree m en t ,  h a s  a r e l a t i v e l y  
low con f ide nce  mean, and the  MOMR g r o u p ,  w i t h  a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  t h e  
G u id e l in e  Model, has  one o f  th e  h ig h e s t  co n f id e n ce  means.  C o r r e l a t i o n  
o f  agreement d a t a  with  con f idence  r a t i n g s  i s  low <£ = . 0 5 5 )  and non­
s i g n i f i c a n t .  C o r r e l a t i o n  between con f ide nce  s c o r e s  and IQ-ELP d i f f e r ­
ence s co re s  f o r  the 262 cases  r e p o r t i n g  t h e s e  d a t a  i s  a l s o  low ( r  = 
.019) and n o n s i g n i f i c a n t .
A dd i t iona l  r e s u l t s  o f  the d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  o f  the  v o l u n t e e r  
sample can be found in  Tables  1 th ro u g h  3 i n  Appendix  N. L e v e l s  o f  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  accuracy  and l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y  a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  t h o s e  
found in the  t o t a l  sample.  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  f a c t o r s  r e s u l t i n g  from v a r -  
imax r o t a t i o n  a r e  a l s o  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  t o t a l  sample  
a n a l y s i s ;  Adaptive  Behavior ,  IQ, Achievement,  and Demographic f a c t o r s  
a r e  i d e n t i f i e d .  One a d d i t i o n a l  f a c t o r ,  Elnotlonal Adjustment,  accoun ts  
f o r  13Sf o f  the  v a r i a n c e .
Comparisons among C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Schemes
In o rde r  to  c l a r i f y  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  among c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  schemes. 
Tables  19 th rough 27 p r e s e n t  a s e r i e s  o f  c o m p a r i s o n s .  Major  d i f f e r ­
ences  be tw ee n  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  schemes  i n  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n s  o f  c a s e s  
ass igned  to  each  group a re  shown in  Table 19. The f i r s t  two rows o f  
the  t a b l e  show the  t o t a l  c l i n i c a l  sample i n c lu d in g  c a s e s  c l a s s i f i e d  ED 
and the  sm a l l e r  c l i n i c a l  comparison sample which excluded  c a s e s  m i s s ­
ing da ta  needed f o r  the  G uide l ine  Model. Case e x c lu s io n  made m in im a l  
changes i n  group p r o p o r t i o n s  in  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ;  t h e  g r e a t e s t  
d i f f e r e n c e  i s  a d ec re a se  o f  four p e r c e n t a g e  p o i n t s  i n  t h e  LD g r o u p .  
There i s ,  however ,  an i n c r e a s e  in  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  b l a c k s  i n  t h e
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T ab le  18
Confidence o f  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  R a t ings  o f  Volunteer  A sses so rs '  
Cases o f  Agreement and Disagreement Between C l i n i c a l  and 
G u ide l ine  Model C l a s s i f i c a t i o n
C l i n i c a l Agreement Cases Disagreement Cases
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n P e rcen t Mean Confidence Mean Confidence
Groups N Agreement N Rat ing N Rating Tota l
NSC 55 87.5 48 4.23 7 4.57 4.27
LD 87 27.3 24 4.58 63 4. 48 4.50
SL 29 20.7 6 4.33 23 4,09 4. 14
MIMR 9 44.4 4 4.50 5 5.00 4.78
MOMR 6 0. 0 0 — 6 5.00 5.00
Tota l 186 44. 15 82 4.35 104 4. 45 4.41
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Table 19
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Comparisons: D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  Cases C l a s s i f i e d
by Three C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Schemes ( P e r c e n t  o f  Cases per Group)
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
Scheme fJ
C l i n i c a l  575
Tota l  Sample 
C l i n i c a l  383
Comparison Sample
























ED c a s e s  were excluded in the se  samples.
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s m a l le r  sample;  63% o f  th e  c a s e s  a r e  b la c k  a s  compared t o  52% black  in  
the  t o t a l  sample.  ELP was l e s s  f r e q u e n t l y  r e p o r t e d  fo r  white c h i l d r e n ,  
accoun t ing  f o r  most o f  the  e x c lu s io n  o f  white c a s e s .  Aside from t h i s  
d i f f e r e n c e  in  e t h n i c  group com pos i t ion ,  th e  c l i n i c a l  comparison sample 
appears  to  be a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  s u b s e t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  c l i n i c a l  s a m p l e .
D i r e c t  compar isons  o f  th e  same 361 c a s e s  a s  grouped by t h e  t h r e e  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  schem es  can  be  made u s i n g  t h e  c l i n i c a l  c o m p a r i s o n  
sample.  Ihe l a s t  t h r e e  rows o f  T a b l e  19 show t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  
t h e s e  c a s e s  accord ing  to  the  t h r e e  schemes,  a f t e r  d e l e t i n g  ED c a s e s .  
R e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  by e i t h e r  the  G u id e l in e  Model o r  th e  IQ Model p r o ­
duces major  changes  in  group p r o p o r t i o n s .  The G uide l ine  Model c l a s s i ­
f i e s  76% o f  the  c a s e s  NSC, more  t h a n  d o u b l e  t h e  NSC p e r c e n t a g e  f o r  
c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  IQ c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a l s o  i n c r e a s e s  th e  propor­
t i o n  o f  c a s e s  in  the  NSC g roup ,  bu t  to  a l e s s e r  e x t e n t .
R e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  us ing  the  G u ide l ine  Model r e s u l t s  i n  l a r g e  d e ­
c r e a s e s  in  the  p r o p o r t i o n s  o f  c a s e s  i n  t h e  LD and  SL g r o u p s .  These 
two groups a r e  about o n e - t h i r d  the s i z e  o f  t h e i r  c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  
c o u n t e r p a r t s .  The IQ Model a l s o  r e d u c e s  t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e  LD and SL 
g ro u p s ,  b u t  to  a l e s s e r  e x t e n t .  G u i d e l i n e  Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  d e ­
c r e a s e s  the  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  MIMR c a s e s  by about  30% as  compared to  c l i n ­
i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  w hi le  IQ Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  r e s u l t s  i n  an MIMR 
p r o p o r t i o n  i d e n t i c a l  to  c l i n i c a l  g roup ing .  The 2% of th e  c a s e s  c l i n i ­
c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  as MOMR i s  reduced to  zero  in  G u ide l ine  Model c l a s s i ­
f i c a t i o n .  No c a s e s  met the  Guide l ine  Model c r i t e r i a  f o r  MOMR and l e s s  
than  1% met the  c r i t e r i a  when IQ was s u b s t i t u t e d  f o r  ELP i n  t h e  IQ 
Model .
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Table 20 p r e s e n t s  th e  mean ad ap t iv e  b eh av io r  s c o r e s  f o r  t h e  two 
measures employed,  t h e  Vineland and the  ABIC, I t  should be noted t h a t  
f o r  the 362 ca se s  used to  compare  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  s c h e m e s ,  o n l y  160 
t e s t  s co re s  were r e p o r t e d ,  129 V in e l a n d  s c o r e s  and 31 ABIC s c o r e s ;  
l e s s  than h a l f  t h e  c h i l d r e n  were e v a l u a t e d  f o r  a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r .  
Although t h e r e  a re  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  means among groups as  c l a s s i f i e d  by 
th e  t h r e e  schemes,  the  NSC, LD, and SL group means f o r  each scheme are  
above the  c r i t e r i o n  s c o r e s  f o r  t h e  r e t a r d e d  r a n g e  and t h e  MIMR and 
MGMR group means a r e  below th e  r e t a r d e d  c r i t e r i o n .  On e i t h e r  measure ,  
th e  mean score  o f  a l l  the c h i l d r e n  i s  a b o u t  one  s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n  
below th e  s tandard  score  mean. Four c a s e s  in  th e  c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i ­
f i e d  NSC group ev a lu a te d  with  the  ABIC provided  t h e  o n l y  mean a t  t h e  
publi shed  s tandard  sco re  mean.
Fu r the r  compar isons  o f  a d a p t iv e  behav io r  d a t a  appear in Table 21. 
For the NSC and LD g ro u p s ,  c l a s s i f i e d  by the  c l i n i c a l  and IQ s c h e m e s ,  
about  70% o f  the  c a s e s  do not  have recorded  ad a p t iv e  b e h a v i o r  s c o r e s .  
About 20% o f  the  groups c l a s s i f i e d  SL by the  c l i n i c a l  and IQ schem es  
have miss ing  a d a p t iv e  behav io r  d a t a .  In the two c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  
r e t a rd e d  g roups ,  MIMR and MOMR, two c a s e s  a r e  m i s s i n g  a d a p t i v e  b e h a ­
v i o r  d a t a ;  t h e s e  c a s e s  a r e  in the  MIMR group .  In a d d i t i o n ,  fou r  c a s e s  
in  t h a t  group have a d ap t iv e  behav io r  s c o re s  above the  r e t a r d e d  r a n g e .  
Although t h e r e  a re  no miss ing  da ta  in the  MOMR group ,  one o f  th e  seven 
c a s e s  has  a score  above the r e t a r d e d  r ange .  Ihe p e r c e n t a g e  o f  c a s e s  
w i th  a d a p t iv e  behav io r  s co re s  in  the  r e t a r d e d  range i s  low f o r  the  NSC 
and LD groups  as  c l a s s i f i e d  by a l l  t h r e e  schemes.  In the  SL g r o u p  a s  
c l a s s i f i e d  by  t h e  G u i d e l i n e  M o d e l ,  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  o f
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Table 20
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Comparisons: Mean A daptive Behavior Scores




O v e ra l l  Total




MIMR 68. 10 (20)
MOMR 64.50 (4)
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C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Comparisons: Adaptive Behavior Data f o r  Groups
C l a s s i f i e d  by Three C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Schemes
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n
Groups
NSC Number Scores  in
Retarded Range ( X )  
Number Scores  above 
Retarded Range ( X )  
Cases Missing Data ( X )  
N
LD Number Scores  in
Retarded Range ( X )  
Number Scores  Above 
Retarded Range ( X )  
Cases Missing Data ( X )  
N
SL Number Scores  in
Retarded Range ( X )  
Number Scores  above 
Retarded Range ( X )  
Cases Missing Data ( X )  
N
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Schemes 
Cl i n i c a l  Guidel ine  IQ 
2 (2) 11 (4) 4 (2)
28 (25) 95 (34) 60 (30)
82 (73) 169 (61) 135 (68)
112 275 199
4 (3)  2 (4) 1 (1)
44 (29) 17 (33) 24 (29)
105 (69) 32 (63) 57 (70)
153 51 82
4 (6) 3 (17) 3 (5)
47 (71 ) 14 (78) 42 (76)
15 (23) 1 (5) 10 (18)
66 18 55
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MIMR Number Scores  in
Retarded Range (%) 
Number Scores  above 
Retarded Range (%)
Cases Missing Data (%)
N
MOMR Number Scores  in
Retarded Range (%)
Number Scores above 
Retarded Range (St)
Cases Missing Data (%)
N
N ote . IWo c a s e s  in  the  c l i n i c a l  
a d ap t iv e  behav io r  measures.
18 (75) 18 (100) 25 (100)
4 (17) 0 (0)  0 (0)
2 (8 ) 0 (0 ) 0 (0 )
24 18 25
6 ( 8 6 ) —  1 ( 1 0 0 )
3 (43) - -  0 (0)
0 (0 ) —  0 (0 )
7 0 1
MOMR group had s c o re s  on both
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r e t a rd e d  a d a p t iv e  behav io r  s co re s  i s  c o n s id e r a b ly  h ighe r  than th e  com­
p a rab le  groups  in  the  c l i n i c a l  and IQ schemes.
I d e n t i c a l  r e s u l t s  f o r  the G u ide l ine  Model and IQ Model a r e  s e e n  
in the MIMR group;  a l l  c a se s  grouped MIMR by t h e s e  two schemes h ave  
ad a p t iv e  behav io r  s c o r e s  in  the r e t a r d e d  range .  In c o n t r a s t ,  on ly  75% 
o f  the  c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  c a s e s  h a v e  s u c h  s c o r e s .  For  t h e  MOMR 
c a t e g o r y ,  no mean appea rs  f o r  the  G u ide l ine  Model because t h a t  scheme 
did not  c l a s s i f y  any c a s e s  in  t h a t  group .  E i g h t y - s i x  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  
c l i n i c a l  MOMR g r o u p  h a v e  a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r  s c o r e s  i n  t h e  r e t a r d e d  
range ,  a s  opposed to  100% o f  the  IQ Model group .
Table 22 compares the  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  schemes on the  IQ, ELP, and 
ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  v a r i a b l e s .  C l i n i c a l  IQ means a r e  h i g h e r  t h a n  t h e  
comparable g u i d e l i n e  means fo r  a l l  groups excep t  LD. C l i n i c a l  c l a s ­
s i f i c a t i o n  r e s u l t s  in  h ig h ly  s i m i l a r  mean IQs fo r  NSC and LD. In con­
t r a s t ,  LD IQ means a r e  the h ig h e s t  group means i n  b o t h  g u i d e l i n e  and 
IQ c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  about  t e n  p o in t s  h ig h e r  than  NSC. Al l  schemes show 
p r o g r e s s i v e l y  d e c re a s i n g  IQ means below th e  LD and NSC g r o u p s  f o r  SL 
and MIMR. Ihe IQ means fo r  the g u i d e l i n e  and IQ s chem es  a r e  s i m i l a r  
f o r  the NSC and LD g roups ,  bu t  the  g u i d e l i n e  means f o r  SL and MIMR a r e  
lower than  th o se  in  the  IQ scheme.
C l i n i c a l ,  G u id e l in e ,  and IQ Models show i d e n t i c a l  rank  o r d e r s  on 
ELP means f o r  the t h r e e  h ig h e s t  g roups ;  LD has  th e  h ig h e s t  mean,  f o l ­
lowed by NSC and SL, in  t h a t  o r d e r .  The IQ Model, however, has  an ELP 
mean o f  78 f o r  MOMR, h ig h e r  than the  MIMR mean. In c o n t r a s t ,  c l i n i c a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  shows th e  usual  h igher  mean f o r  MIMR and the G u i d e l i n e  
Model c l a s s i f i e s  no c a s e s  a s  MOMR. Another m a jo r  d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  
the  schemes i s  seen in the SL g roup;  t h e  G u id e l in e  Model ELP mean i s
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Table 22
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Comparisons: IQ and ELP Means fo r
Groups Determined by Three C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Schemes
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Groups
V ar iab le Scheme NSC LD SL MIMR MOMR
IQ Cl i n i c a l 86.97 86. 18 70.36 58.25 48.00
G u id e l in e 81.01 92.82 60.94 54. 00 —
IQ 82. 32 92.79 69. 44 56. 96 54. 00
ELP C l i n i c a l 94.38 96.83 80.89 68. 17 62.00
G uide l ine 93. 73 96.65 69.28 61. 94 —
IQ 90. 96 103. 12 81.50 66.44 78.00
ELP-IQ Clin  i c a l 7.41 10.65 10. 53 9.92 14.00
Guidel ine 10. 92 3. 82 8.33 7.94 —












69. in  c o n t r a s t  with  means o f  about 81 f o r  the  o t h e r  two schemes.  The 
IQ Model LD mean ELP o f  103 i s  c o n s id e r a b ly  h i g h e r  t h a n  t h e  means o f  
th e  o th e r  two schemes,  ab o u t  97.  Two s t r i k i n g  d i f f e r e n c e s  be tw een  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  schemes can be seen on the  ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  v a r i a b l e .  
The Guide l ine  Model LD mean i s  l e s s  t h a n  f o u r ,  i n  c o n t r a s t  w i t h  an 
o v e r a l l  mean g r e a t e r  than n in e .  Another l a r g e  d e v i a t i o n  i s  s e e n  in  
the IQ Model MOMR mean o f  24.
Table 23 summarizes th e  achievement t e s t  d a t a  fo r  the  t h r e e  c l a s ­
s i f i c a t i o n  schemes.  Rank o r d e r i n g  o f  t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  g r o u p s  by 
achievement s c o re s  i s  seen most c l e a r l y  in  the c l i n i c a l  scheme .  NSC 
has  th e  h ig h e s t  achievement  means fol lowed in  o r d e r  by LD, SL, MIMR, 
and MCMR. Guidel ine  Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  shows t h e  s m a l l e s t  d i f f e r ­
ences  among group achievement means. NSC and LD groups d i f f e r  a t  most 
by four p o i n t s ,  a l though  th e s e  groups h a v e  a p p r e c i a b l y  h i g h e r  means 
than  SL and MIMR. Although sm al l ,  mean d i f f e r e n c e s  between G u i d e l i n e  
Model SL and MIMR g r o u p s  a r e  n o t  i n  t h e  p r e d i c t e d  d i r e c t i o n ;  MIMR 
means a r e  h igher  than SL. IQ Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  produces  l a r g e  d i f ­
f e r e n c e s  in  favor  o f  NSC compared to  LD on t h e  r e a d i n g  and s p e l l i n g  
v a r i a b l e s  and sm a l le r  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  the same d i r e c t i o n  f o r  the  a r i t h ­
metic means.  The IQ scheme does  n o t  r e s u l t  i n  l a r g e  d i f f e r e n c e s  among 
SL, MIMR, and MCMR on achievement v a r i a b l e s ,  a l t h o u g h  means f o r  a l l  
t h r e e  groups a r e  un ifo rm ly  lower than NSC and LD m e an s .  F i n a l l y  i t  
should be noted t h a t  the  g u id e l i n e  scheme produces  lo w e r  a c h i e v e m e n t  
means f o r  the NSC group than  e i t h e r  c l i n i c a l  o r  IQ schemes.  The high­
e s t  a c h i e v e m e n t  means a r e  t h o s e  o f  t h e  c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  NSC 
c a s e s .
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Table  23
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Comparisons: Achievement Test Means fo r  Groups
Determined by Three C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Schemes
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Groups
Var iab le Scheme NSC LD SL MIMR MGMR Total
Reading C l i n i c a l 88.88 76.23 70.84 65.54 65. 14 78.24
G uide l ine 80. 10 75.55 66.56 69 .28 — 78.24
IQ 84.98 72.77 67.39 66.48 67.00 78.24
S p e l l i n g C l i n i c a l 89.77 77.64 73.62 66.83 58.43 79.58
G uide l ine 81. 11 80. 14 65.00 69.83 — 79.58
IQ 85.90 75.34 67. 76 69.28 64.00 79.58
A r i thm e t ic  C l i n i c a l 90.05 84.02 77.21 67.00 59. 14 83.03
G u ide l ine 85. 18 83. 16 65.56 67.50 — 83.03
IQ 88. 12 84.73 69.61 66.52 68.00 83.03
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Comparisons o f  the  demographic v a r i a b l e s  o f  a g e ,  e t h n i c  g r o u p ,  
and sex f o r  the  v a r io u s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  schemes a r e  p re sen te d  in  T a b l e  
24. The wides t  d i s p a r i t y  in  age i s  seen in  G u ide l ine  Model c l a s s i f i ­
c a t i o n ,  w i th  a mean age o f  10 f o r  the SL group and a mean age  o f  a l ­
most 9 f o r  LD, t h e  youngest  group.  The IQ Model g r o u p i n g  a l s o  i d e n ­
t i f i e s  SL and LD a s  th e  o l d e s t  and youngest g r o u p s .  C l i n i c a l  and IQ 
Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  schemes r e s u l t e d  in  a r e l a t i v e l y  low p e r c e n t a g e  
o f  b la c k  c h i l d r e n  in NSC and LD, and a r e l a t i v e l y  h i g h  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  
b la cks  in  SL, MIMR, and MOMR, a s  compared to  the t o t a l  s a m p l e ,  w hich  
i s  63% b la c k .  The G u id e l in e  Model p r o p o r t i o n s  f o r  NSC and SL a r e  
c l o s e  to  the  o v e r a l l  p r o p o r t i o n ,  b u t  g u i d e l i n e  c r i t e r i a  a s s i g n  p r o ­
p o r t i o n a t e l y  fewer b la c k  c h i l d r e n  to  LD t h a n  e i t h e r  C l i n i c a l  o r  IQ 
schemes. G u ide l ine  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  l i k e  the o t h e r  two schemes,  shows 
a h igh p e rce n tag e  o f  b lacks  in  MIMR. All  t h r e e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  schemes 
c l a s s i f y  r e l a t i v e l y  few females  in  the  LD g roup .  The G u i d e l i n e  Model 
shows the  g r e a t e s t  d i s p a r i t y ;  16% o f  i t 3  LD group i s  fem ale ,  compared  
to  32% females in  the  p o p u l a t i o n  s t u d i e d .  C l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
r e s u l t s  in  a r e l a t i v e l y  h igh  p e r c e n ta g e  o f  f e m a l e s  i n  t h e  SL g r o u p .  
The 100% female p o p u la t io n  in  the  IQ Model MOMR should  be d i s r e g a r d e d  
because i t  i s  based on on ly  one c a s e .
The f a c t o r s  i d e n t i f e d  by v a r im a x  r o t a t i o n  o f  t h e  s t a n d a r d i z e d  
d i s c r i m i n a n t  fu n c t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  each v a r i a b l e  a r e  s i m i l a r  f o r  
the  t h r e e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  schemes,  a s  shown in  Table 25. F a c t o r  I  f o r  
a l l  t h r e e  schemes i s  Adaptive Behavior,  accoun t ing  fo r  between 40% and 
60% o f  the  v a r i a n c e .  IQ i s  a m a jo r  com ponen t  i n  F a c t o r  I I  f o r  a l l  
t h r e e  schemes; t h e  v a r i a b l e s  o f  r ead ing  achievement and age a l s o  con ­
t r i b u t e  to  F ac to r  I I  i n  the  G u ide l ine  and IQ s c h e m e s .  I t  s h o u l d  be
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Table 24
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Comparisons: Mean Scores on Demographic V a r ia b le s
f o r  Groups Determined by Three C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Schemes
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n Groups
Var iab le Scheme NSC LD SL MIMR MOMR Total
Age C l i n i c a l 9. 18 9. 14 9.65 9.75 8.86 9.28
G u id e l in e 9. 31 8.92 10.06 9. 11 — 9.28
IQ 9.27 8. 91 9.89 9-32 9. 00 9.28
Ethnic Cl i n i c a l 54 53 85 100 72 63
Group Guide l ine 67 28 67 94 — 63
(% Black) IQ 55 56 85 96 100 63
Sex Cl i n i c a l 32 25 47 38 28 32
(% Female) G u ide l ine 35 16 39 28 — 32
IQ 38 20 31 28 100 32
Table 25
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Comparisons: C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  F a c t o r s  I d e n t i f i e d  by
Varimax Ro ta t ion  o f  S tanda rd ized  D isc r im inan t  Function  C o e f f i c i e n t s
F a c to r
% Var iance
C l i n i c a l
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Schemes
G uide l ine IQ
Adapt ive Behavior Adaptive Behavior Adaptive Behavior










I I I Re ading
% Var iance 16. 33
Demographic, 
A r i th m e t i c ,  and 
S p e l l i n g  
16.76
A ri thm et ic  and 
S p e l l in g
11.97
IV Demographic




noted t h a t  F ac to r  I I ,  w i th  i t s  l a r g e  IQ component ,  a c c o u n t s  f o r  o n l y  
about  22$ o f  t h e  v a r i a n c e  in  t h e  IQ M o d e l , w h i l e  F a c t o r  I I  i n  t h e  
C l i n i c a l  and G u ide l ine  Models c o n t r i b u t e s  about  33$ o f  t h e  v a r i a n c e .  
F a c to r  I I I  f o r  a l l  t h r e e  schemes i s  p r im a r i l y  an A ch ievem en t  f a c t o r ,  
b u t  the  s p e c i f i c  c o n t r i b u t i n g  v a r i a b l e s  v a r y  from scheme t o  scheme.  
In c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  th e  major com ponent  i s  r e a d i n g  a c h i e v e ­
ment,  w i th  the  o t h e r  achievement v a r i a b l e s  w e ig h t in g  more h e a v i l y  in  
F ac to r  IV. For the G uidel ine  Model, s p e l l i n g  and a r i t h m e t i c  a c h i e v e ­
ment v a r i a b l e s  p lu s  a l l  d em ogra ph ic  v a r i a b l e s  e x c e p t  age  a p p e a r  in  
F ac to r  I I I .  F ac to r  IV i s  ab s e n t  in  the G u id e l in e  Model ,  b e c a u s e  t h e  
absence  o f  the  MOMR group i n  t h i s  scheme a l l o w e d  t h e  g e n e r a t i o n  o f  
o n ly  t h r e e  d i s c r i m i n a n t  f u n c t i o n s .  For the c l i n i c a l  and IQ s c h e m e s ,  
demographic v a r i a b l e s  a r e  predominant in  F a c to r  IV. In no scheme d i d  
demographic v a r i a b l e s  o th e r  than age have h igh weights  u n t i l  o ve r  80$ 
o f  the  v a r i a n c e  had been accounted f o r .
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  accuracy  comparisons o f  t h e  t h r e e  schemes a p p e a r  
in  Table 26. Guidel ine  and IQ schemes a r e  about  e q u a l ly  a c c u r a t e ,  and 
s u p e r io r  t o  the  c l i n i c a l  scheme in o v e r a l l  a c c u r a c y .  For a l l  t h r e e  
schemes,  th e  SL group has  th e  lowest  l e v e l  o f  a g r e e m e n t  be tw een  th e  
scheme and i t s  s t a t i s t i c a l  model based on d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s .  The 
g u i d e l i n e  scheme has a p a r t i c u l a r l y  low l e v e l  o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a c c u ­
racy  f o r  the SL group .  The r e l a t i v e l y  h igh  l e v e l s  o f  a g r e e m e n t  s een  
in  the  NSC group in  the G uide l ine  and IQ Models  must  b e  examined in  
l i g h t  o f  the  h igh  base  r a t e  f o r  t h i s  g ro u p  in  b o t h  s c h e m e s .  As d e ­
s c r ib e d  in Table 19 above,  76$ o f  the  c a s e s  a r e  c l a s s i f i e d  NSC i n  t h e  
g u i d e l i n e  scheme and 55$ a re  so c l a s s i f i e d  by th e  IQ scheme.
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Table 26
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Comparisons: C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Accuracy
Percen t  Agreement o f  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Scheme 
w i th  S t a t i s t i c a l  P r e d i c t i o n
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Groups
Schemes NSC LD SL MIMR MOMR Total
C l i n i c a l  59 .8  76 .3  56. 1 70.8  85.7 67.31
G uide l ine  93 .4  58.8  33-3 100.0 — 85.87
IQ 88.4 90.2  51.9  100.0 0 .0  83.93
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Table  27 p r e s e n t s  l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y  comparisons  o f  the  schemes. 
C l i n i c a l - G u i d e l i n e  Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  agreement i s  a b o u t  42% o v e r ­
a l l .  Although agreement be tw ee n  c l i n i c a l  and g u i d e l i n e  schemes i s  
q u i t e  h igh f o r  the NSC g roup ,  i t  i s  e s p e c i a l l y  low f o r  MOMR, SL, and 
LD. C l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  more c l o s e l y  a g re e s  w i t h  t h e  IQ scheme ,  
bu t  the  56% agreement l e v e l  i s  lower t h a n  t h e  67% l e v e l  o f  c l i n i c a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  acc u racy .  The IQ and g u i d e l i n e  schemes,  bo th  com pute r  
program models,  ach ieve  over  70% agree m en t  b u t  d i f f e r  w i d e l y  i n  t h e  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  MOMR and SL g roups ,  w i th  agreement l e v e l s  o f  0% and 
29%, r e s p e c t i v e l y .
Table 27
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Comparisons: Logical  Consis tency
Percen t  Agreement Among Three C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Schemes
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
Schemes NSC
C l i n i c a l -  87 .5
G u ide l ine
Cl i n i c a l - I Q  81.2
IQ -Guideline  97 .0
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Groups 
LD SL MIMR MOMR Total
22 .2  12.1 50.'0 0 .0  41.99
40.5  45.4  75.0 14.3 55.80
46. 3 29. 1 72.0 0 .0  73.20
DISCUSSION
Evalua t ion  o f  the  Homogeneity o f  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Ca tego r ie s
Evidence o f  w i th in -g ro u p s  homogeneity o f  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
groups  can be seen in the  r e s u l t s  o f  the  d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s e s  o f  t h e  
t o t a l  s a m p l e ,  t h e  c l i n i c a l  c o m p a r i s o n  s a m p l e ,  and t h e  v o l u n t e e r  
sample.  Al l  a na ly se s  i n d i c a t e d  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  among g ro u p s  
on s i x  v a r i a b l e s :  a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r ,  IQ, a t  l e a s t  one a c a d e m i c
achievement v a r i a b l e ,  ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e , e t h n i c  g r o u p ,  and s e x .  As 
t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  the  a n a ly se s  were  h i g h l y  s i m i l a r ,  t h e  c l i n i c a l  com­
p a r i s o n  sample r e s u l t s  (N̂  = 362) w i l l  be the  m a jo r  f o c u s  o f  t h e  d i s ­
cus s ion  .
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  f a c t o r s  de r ived  from d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  i d e n t i ­
f i e d  Adaptive Behavior as the  most powerful  f a c t o r ,  accoun t ing  f o r  43% 
o f  the  v a r i a n c e  in  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  IQ, a c c o u n t i n g  f o r  o v e r  
33% o f  the  v a r i a n c e  i s  F ac to r  I I .  The d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  power o f  t h e s e  
two f a c t o r s  i s  shown in F igu re  1. The e l i p s e s  i n d i c a t e  t h e  t w e n t y -  
f i f t h  and f i f t i e t h  c e n t o u r s , the  t w e n t y - f i f t h  and f i f t i e t h  p e r c e n t i l e  
cont o u r s  around the group c e n t r o i d s ,  a s  de f ined  by F a c t o r s  I and I I .  
The Adaptive Behavior f a c t o r  s e p a r a t e s  the  MIMR and MOMR g r o u p s  from 
the  remaining groups on the h o r i z o n t a l  a x i s ,  w h i le  the  IQ f a c t o r  p r o ­
duces a d d i t i o n a l  group s e p a r a t i o n  on t h e  v e r t i c a l  a x i s .  The LD and 
NSC groups a r e  not  c l e a r l y  s e p a r a t e d  by t h e s e  two f a c t o r s ;  t h e  NSC 
c e n t o u r s  a r e  almost  com ple te ly  c i rcum scr ibed  by t h e  LD c e n t o u r s .  In 
a s s e s s i n g  the Adaptive Behavior f a c t o r ,  i t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  t o  n o t e  t h a t  
56% o f  a l l  c a se s  were not  eva lua ted  fo r  ad a p t iv e  b e h av io r .  Al l  o f  the  
MOMR c a s e s  recorded  an a d a p t iv e  b e h a v i o r  s c o r e  and a l l  b u t  two MIMR
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Five C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Groups in  the  Two F ac to r  Space 





cases  had such d a t a .  Thus almost a l l  MOMR and MIMR c a s e s  a r e  i d e n ­
t i f i e d  by th e  p resence  o f  an a d a p t iv e  b eh av io r  s c o r e  i n  t h e  r e t a r d e d  
range .  In c o n t r a s t ,  NSC and LD groups  a r e  marked by t h e  a b s e n c e  o f  
any a d a p t iv e  behav io r  d a t a  in a t  l e a s t  t w o - t h i r d s  o f  t h e  c a s e s ,  b u t  
o n l y  o n e - f o u r t h  o f  t h e  SL g ro u p  was n o t  e v a l u a t e d .  B e c a u s e  t h e  
Louis iana  g u i d e l i n e s  r e q u i r e  the  use o f  an a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r  m e a su re  
on ly  f o r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  in a r e t a r d e d  g r o u p ,  i t  a p p e a r s  l i k e l y  t h a t  
the  d e c i s i o n  t o  e v a l u a t e  a c h i l d ' s  a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r  was c l o s e l y  
a s s o c i a t e d  with  the  a s s e s s o r s '  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  a c h i l d  f o r  p o s s i b l e  
placement in  a m e n ta l l y  r e t a r d e d  c l a s s .
The c l i n i c a l  d e c i s i o n  to  use an a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r  m e a s u re  was 
probab ly  s t r o n g l y  in f lu en ced  by the  c h i l d ' s  IQ s c o r e .  The IQ f a c t o r ,  
c o n t r i b u t i n g  a bou t  33% o f  t h e  v a r i a n c e ,  d i s c r i m i n a t e s  among MOMR, 
MIMR, and SL, and s e p a r a t e s  SL from the  NSC and LD g r o u p s .  However,  
t h e r e  i s  c o n s id e r a b l e  o v e r l a p  on th e  IQ d im ension  f o r  t h e  NSC and LD 
g r o u p s .
A d d i t i o n a l  g ro u p  s e p a r a t i o n  i s  a c h i e v e d  by t h e  a d d i t i o n  o f  
F a c to r  I I I ,  Reading Achievement, which a c c o u n t s  f o r  o v e r  16% o f  t h e  
v a r i a n c e .  As shown in F ig u r e  2, Reading  A c h ie v e m e n t ,  on t h e  h o r i ­
z o n t a l  a x i s ,  p ro v id es  a d d i t i o n a l  s e p a r a t i o n  b e tw ee n  t h e  NSC and LD 
g roups ,  w ith  LD lower than NSC but  somewhat h ighe r  than SL. T he re  i s  
l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  between MOMR and MIMR on t h i s  f a c t o r .  F a c t o r  IV 
i n c l u d e s  a l l  demographic v a r i a b l e s  a s  well  as  s p e l l i n g  and a r i t h m e t i c  
achievement.  Although th e  F ac to r  IV v a r i a b l e s  show s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f ­
f e r e n c e s  among g roups ,  t h i s  f a c t o r  c o n t r i b u t e s  l e s s  t h a n  7% o f  t h e  
v a r i a n c e  and thus  p la ys  a minor p a r t  in  group d i s c r i m i n a t i o n .
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A q u a n t i t a t i v e  measure o f  homogeneity  i s  o b t a i n e d  by co m p ar in g  
c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  w i t h  g roup  m em bersh ip  a s  p r e d i c t e d  by t h e  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  f u n c t i o n s  d e r i v e d  from d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  
g roups .  O vera l l  agreement between the  c l i n i c i a n s  and s t a t i s t i c a l  pre­
d i c t i o n  from a weighted combination o f  the  v a r i a b l e s  was 67%, com par­
ab l e  to  the  l e v e l  o f  p r e d i c t i v e  accuracy  found in  s t u d i e s  o f  c l i n i c a l  
judgment compared to  an o u t s i d e  c r i t e r i o n  ( G o l d b e r g ,  1965; S aw yer ,  
1966).  However, about  o n e - t h i r d  o f  t h e  c a s e s  can be c o n s i d e r e d  a t  
r i s k  f o r  m i s c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  The NSC and SL g r o u p s  showed a g ree m en t  
l e v e l s  under 60%. For bo th  th e s e  g roups ,  about  30% o f  t h e  d i s a g r e e ­
ment c a s e s  were p laced  in the  LD group by s t a t i s t i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .
In c o n t r a s t  w i t h  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  t h e  two c o m p u te r ­
g e n e r a t e d  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  s c h e m e s ,  t h e  G u i d e l i n e  Model and t h e  IQ 
Model, ach ieved an o v e r a l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  accuracy  o f  above 80% agree­
ment between programmed c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and s t a t i s t i c a l  p r e d i c t i o n  
d e r iv e d  from d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s .  I t  i s  n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  t h e  
unvarying a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  i d e n t i c a l  c r i t e r i a  f o r  e v e r y  c a s e ,  p o s s i b l e  
in  a computer program, s u r p a s s e s  the  c o n s i s t e n c y  o f  c l i n i c a l  judgment.  
What i s  s u r p r i s i n g  i s  t h a t  t h e r e  a re  a r e a s  o f  d isagreement which s u g ­
g e s t  t h e r e  a r e  a m b ig u i t i e s  o r  d i s c o n t i n u i t i e s  in  the models.  The high 
o v e r a l l  agreement l e v e l s  f o r  the G u ide l ine  and IQ Models can be a t t r i ­
buted p r i m a r i l y  t o  h igh agreement l e v e l s  f o r  the  NSC g ro u p s .  In c o n ­
t r a s t ,  c o n s i d e r a b l e  ina ccu racy  i s  seen in  the  SL group (33% agreement) 
and the  LD group (59% agreement) in the  G u ide l ine  Model .  Fo r  t h e  IQ 
Model, the  MOMR group (0%) and the  SL group (52%) have low a g re e m e n t  
l e v e l s .
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E v a lu a t io n  o f  t h e  Logical  Consis tency  o f  C l i n i c a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n
The l o g i c a l  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  Lou is iana  g u i d e l i n e s  ( s e e  Appendix I)  
p rov ides  d e f i n i t i o n s  fo r  a l l  o f  the  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
groups an a ly zed ,  except  f o r  NSC, which i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  d e f i n e d  by t h e  
absence  o f  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  n e c e ss a ry  f o r  placement in  a s p e c i a l  educa­
t i o n  group.  The fo l lowing  d i s c u s s io n  compares t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i ­
a b l e s  i d e n t i f i e d  by d i s c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  t o  the  e s s e n t i a l  c h a r a c t e r ­
i s t i c s  s e t  f o r t h  in  the g u i d e l i n e s  fo r  each group .
MOMR. According to  t h e  g u i d e l i n e s ,  a c h i l d  can be c l a s s i f i e d  
modera te ly  m e n ta l l y  r e t a r d e d  only  i f  b o t h  ELP and a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r  
a r e  between t h r e e  and four s tandard  d e v i a t i o n s  below th e  mean, a score  
r ange  o f  *̂0—54 on the  ELP, and an i d e n t i c a l  s c o re  r a n g e  on t h e  Vine­
land or  on an ABIC s c o r e  conver ted  to  the  same m e t r i c .  The c l i n i c a l l y  
c l a s s i f i e d  MOMR group does not  meet t h e s e  c r i t e r i a .  Group means on 
ELP, Vine land,  and ABIC o f  62 .0 ,  64 .5 ,  and 78 .6 ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y  a r e  well  
above the  s p e c i f i e d  maximum o f  54. The mean IQ o f  48 f o r  t h i s  g roup  
does  f a l l  w ith in  the  s p e c i f i e d  range ,  b u t  ELP r a t h e r  t h a n  IQ i s  t h e  
r e q u i s i t e  measure m anda ted  by t h e  g u i d e l i n e s .  In a d d i t i o n ,  t h r e e  
c a s e s  in  the  MOMR group exceeded even the MIMR s c o r e  range  on a t  l e a s t  
one a d a p t iv e  behav io r  measure .  ELP and a d a p t iv e  behav io r  a r e  the  only  
c r i t e r i o n  v a r i a b l e s  mandated by t h e  g u i d e l i n e s ;  t h e  MOMR g r o u p ,  a s  
c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d ,  does n o t  s a t i s f y  th e s e  c r i t e r i a .  L o g i c a l  con­
s i s t e n c y  f o r  t h i s  group i s  in a d e q u a te .  A d d i t i o n a l  e v i d e n c e  a g a i n s t  
the  l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y  o f  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i n  t h e  MOMR g ro u p  
can be found in the  demographic v a r i a b l e s .  The d a t a  sugges t  t h a t  soc­
i o c u l t u r a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  a re  im p o r tan t .  F i r s t ,  the  mean ELP-IQ d i f f e r ­
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ence o f  14 p o i n t s  i s  the  l a r g e s t  o f  any group ,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  c h i l ­
dren placed in  MOMR had g r e a t e r  s o c i o c u l t u r a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  from t h e  
c o re  c u l t u r e  than o th e r  eva lua ted  c h i l d r e n .  Second, a d i s p r o p o r t i o n ­
a t e l y  h igh  pe rcen tage  o f  MOMR c h i l d r e n  a r e  b l a c k ,  l e n d i n g  some c r e ­
dence to  the  f r e q u e n t l y  e x p r e s s e d  c r i t i c i s m  o f  r a c i a l  b i a s  i n  t h e  
l a b e l i n g  o f  r e t a r d e d  c h i l d r e n .
MIMR. The same c r i t e r i o n  v a r i a b l e s ,  ELP and a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r ,  
d e f in e  t h i s  g roup ,  with  s c o re s  between 55 and 70 on b o t h  v a r i a b l e s .  
The ELP, Vineland,  and ABIC means a r e  68 ,  68, and 63 ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  
Thus c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  MIMR c a s e s  do f a l l  w i t h i n  t h e  s p e c i f i e d  
r ange ,  b u t  nea r  the top  o f  th e  r ange .  Four c a s e s  in  t h e  g r o u p ,  how­
e v e r ,  do no t  have ad a p t iv e  behav io r  d a t a  recorded  and two a d d i t i o n a l  
cases  have sco re s  above the c r i t e r i o n  r a n g e .  Thus o n e - f o u r t h  o f  t h i s  
group does  n o t  mee t  t h e  a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r  c r i t e r i o n .  At l e a s t  an 
a d d i t i o n a l  25% o f  the  group have ELP s c o r e s  above the  c r i t e r i o n  c u t o f f  
s c o r e .  Evidence f o r  s o c i o c u l t u r a l  b i a s  in  c l a s s i f y i n g  the  MIMR g ro u p  
i s  l e s s  s t r o n g .  The mean ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  i s  o n l y  s l i g h t l y  h i g h e r  
than f o r  the  eva lua ted  group a s  a whole.  All o f  t h e  c h i l d r e n  in  t h e  
MIMR group ,  however, a r e  b l a c k .
LD. The g u i d e l i n e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  t h i s  group a r e  complex.  To 
q u a l i f y  f o r  LD c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  t h e r e  m us t  be  e v i d e n c e  o f  a c h i l d ' s  
inadequa te  s c h o l a s t i c  performance ,  which cannot  be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  "soc­
i o c u l t u r a l  d i s a d v a n ta g e " .  The g u i d e l i n e s  s p e c i f y  t h a t  an ELP-IQ d i f ­
f e r e n c e  o f  g r e a t e r  than n in e  p o i n t s  i s  ev idence  o f  s u c h  d i s a d v a n t a g e  
and the se  c a s e s  a r e  d i s q u a l i f i e d .  The mean ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  o f  10.65 
f o r  the  c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  LD group i n d i c a t e s  a s s e s s o r s  f r e q u e n t l y  
ignored  t h i s  e x c lu s io n  c r i t e r i o n .
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Two o t h e r  c r i t e r i a  d e f i n e  t h i s  g roup ,  age and a c h i e v e m e n t .  For 
c h i l d r e n  under 10 y e a r s ,  a c h i e v e m e n t ,  a s  m e asu re d  on a t  l e a s t  one 
t e s t ,  must be one s tandard  d e v i a t i o n  below expec ted  academic fu n c t io n ­
ing  l e v e l .  The G uide l ine  Model computer program used ELP t o  e s t i m a t e  
expected academic l e v e l  ( s ee  Appendix I ) .  For c h i l d r e n  o v e r  10, t h e  
d i s c r e p a n c y  must be 1.5 s tan d a rd  d e v i a t i o n s .  On the  ach ievem ent  c r i ­
t e r i o n ,  t h e  c l i n i c i a n s  fo l lowed the  s p i r i t  o f  th e  g u i d e l i n e s .  Reading 
and a r i t h m e t i c  achievement means were about 20 p o i n t s  l o w e r  t h a n  th e  
ELP mean f o r  the  LD g roup ,  beyond the 15 p o i n t  c r i t e r i o n  o f  one s t a n ­
dard  d e v i a t i o n .  L o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y  o f  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
appea rs  ina d eq u a te  on the s o c io e c o n o m ic  d i s a d v a n t a g e  c r i t e r i o n  and 
adequate on th e  c r i t e r i o n  o f  academic a c h i e v e m e n t  be low  an e x p e c t e d  
l e v e l .  There are a l so  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  on d e m o g ra p h ic  v a r i ­
ab les  n o t  mandated by the  g u i d e l i n e s .  Blacks and f e m a l e s  a r e  u n d e r ­
r e p r e s e n t e d  in  t h i s  g roup  a s  c o m p a r e d  t o  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t i o n  
ev alua  t e d .
SL. This  ca t e g o ry  i s  de f ined  by an ELP s c o r e  o f  l e s s  than  79 and 
a l l  achievement s c o re s  l e s s  than  79. The ELP mean f o r  the  c l i n i c a l l y  
c l a s s i f i e d  SL group i s  80. 89, i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  about  h a l f  t h e  group had 
s co re s  above the  mandated c u t o f f  s c o r e .  The IQ mean o f  70 f o r  t h i s  
group,  however,  i s  well  w i th in  the  r a n g e .  All  a c h i e v e m e n t  means f o r  
t h i s  group a r e  with in  the  s p e c i f i e d  r a n g e ,  b u t  t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  h i g h  
achievement  means i n d i c a t e  some c h i l d r e n ' s  s c o r e s  ex c e e d  t h e  c u t o f f  
s c o r e .  E s p e c i a l l y  with  r e g a rd  to  the ELP c r i t e r i o n ,  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i ­
f i c a t i o n  o f  SL has  low l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y .  Demographic d i f f e r e n c e s  
i r r e l e v a n t  to  the g u i d e l i n e s  a r e  a l so  ev id e n t  in  t h i s  group.  Evidence 
o f  s o c i o c u l t u r a l  d i f f e r e n c e  from the c o re  c u l t u r e  can  be  s een  in  t h e
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mean ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e ,  which i s  l a r g e r  than f o r  th e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t i o n  
e v a l u a t e d ,  and in  t h e  d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  h i g h  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  b l a c k  
c h i l d r e n  in  the  group .  In a d d i t i o n  the  SL group has  t h e  h i g h e s t  p r o ­
p o r t i o n  o f  females  o f  any c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  g r o u p ,  47%, a s  com­
pared to  32% in  the  t o t a l  eva lua ted  p o p u la t io n .
NSC. This ca t e g o ry  i s  no t  de f ined  in  the g u i d e l i n e s .  Cases not  
meeting the  c r i t e r i a  f o r  o th e r  groups a r e  c l a s s i f i e d  NSC. The r e s u l t s  
p rov ide  some ev idence  t h a t  t h i s  group i s  n o t  in  need o f  s p e c i a l  educa­
t i o n  s e r v i c e s .  The mean ELP o f  94 i s  i n  t h e  a v e r a g e  r a n g e ,  and th e  
mean IQ, a b e t t e r  p r e d i c t o r  o f  s c h o o l  p e r f o r m a n c e ,  i s  s e v e n  p o i n t s  
low er ,  in  the  low ave rage  r a n g e .  IQ and ELP means f o r  t h i s  g ro u p  a r e  
h ighe r  than a l l  o th e r  groups exep t  LD. The NSC g r o u p ' s  a c h i e v e m e n t  
s c o re  means a r e  roughly  e q u i v a l e n t  to  i t s  IQ mean, about  one s t a n d a r d  
d e v i a t i o n  below the  mean on n a t i o n a l  norms, b u t  h ighe r  than a l l  groups 
recommended f o r  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  p l a c e m e n t .  E v i d e n c e  o f  a d e q u a t e  
a d a p t iv e  behav io r  i s  s c a n t y ;  o n ly  25% o f  t h e  group have recorded  adap­
t i v e  b ehav io r  s c o r e s .  One m ig h t  i n f e r  t h a t  t h e  a s s e s s o r s  used  an 
a d a p t iv e  b ehav io r  measure on ly  when t h e y  had some r e a s o n  t o  s u s p e c t  
inadequacy  i n  t h a t  a r e a .  Concerning dem o g ra p h ic  v a r i a b l e s ,  t h e  NSC 
group i s  s i m i l a r  to  the  t o t a l  group e v a lu a te d  in  terms o f  age and sex,  
bu t  b la c k s  a r e  unde r rep re sen ted  in  th e  g r o u p .  F i f t y - t w o  p e r c e n t  o f  
t h e  NSC group i s  b la c k ,  compared to  63% o f  a l l  t h e  c a s e s .  The mean 
ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  i s  sm a l l e r  f o r  t h i s  group than  f o r  any o t h e r ,  i n d i ­
c a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  NSC group i s  l e s s  s o c i o c u l t u r a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  
c o re  c u l t u r e  than most c h i l d r e n  p laced  in  s p e c i a l  educa t ion  c l a s s e s .
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As d i s c u s s e d  above,  a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  each  c a t e g o r y ,  based on mean 
s c o r e s  f o r  the s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i a b l e s ,  r e v e a l s  weaknessess i n  the  l o g i ­
c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y  o f  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  In a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  q u a n t i ­
t a t i v e  e s t i m a t e  o f  l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y  i s  low. The agreement be tw een  
c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  c a s e s  and t h e  same c a s e s  r e c l a s s i f i e d  by t h e  
G u ide l ine  Model i s  on ly  ^2%. D i f f e r e n c e s  between c l i n i c a l  and g u i d e ­
l i n e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  e v i d e n t  in  the  MOMR, SL, and LD 
g r o u p s .  As d e s c r i b e d  a b o v e ,  no c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  MOMR c a s e s  
s a t i s f i e d  the g u i d e l i n e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  b o t h  ELP and a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r  
s c o r e s ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  a c l i n i c a l - g u i d e l i n e  a g r e e m e n t  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  
z e r o . Most o f  the  SL g roup ,  w i th  a c l i n i c a l - g u i d e l i n e  a g r e e m e n t  o f  
12%, was r e c l a s s i f i e d  NSC by t h e  g u i d e l i n e s .  S c o r e s  e x c e e d i n g  t h e  
g u i d e l i n e  c r i t e r i a  on e i t h e r  ELP o r  a c h i e v e m e n t  t e s t s  p ro d u c e d  t h i s  
d i s p a r i t y .  G u ide l ine  r e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  LD g ro u p  p l a c e d  75% o f  
t h e  c a s e s  in  NSC, l a r g e l y  because ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  s c o r e s  e x c e e d e d  
the  c r i t e r i o n .
I t  i s  ap p a re n t  from t h e  above  t h a t  many c a s e s  o f  d i s a g r e e m e n t  
between c l i n i c a l  and g u i d e l i n e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  invo lve  d e p a r t u r e s  from 
ELP c r i t e r i a .  Ihe s i g n i f i c a n t  n e g a t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e tw ee n  ELP-IQ 
d i f f e r e n c e  and c l i n i c a l - g u i d e l i n e  a g r e e m e n t  i s  a d d i t i o n a l  e v i d e n c e  
s u g g e s t i n g  t h e  a s s e s s o r s '  u n w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  a c c e p t  ELP a s  a v a l i d  
measure o f  i n t e l l e c t u a l  p o t e n t i a l .  I t  was h y p o t h e s i z e d  t h a t  s e l f -  
r a t i n g s  o f  con f ide nce  in  placement recommendations made by t h e  v o l u n ­
t e e r  a s s e s s o r s  would be n e g a t i v e l y  c o r r e l a t e d  w i th  ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  
s c o r e s ,  i n d i c a t i n g  a low l e v e l  o f  a s s e s s o r  a c c e p t a n c e  o f  t h e  ELP 
c r i t e r i o n .  T h i s  h y p o t h e s i s  was b a s e d  on t h e  a s s u m p t i o n  t h a t  t h e  
a s s e s s o r s  would fo l low  th e  g u i d e l i n e s ,  bu t  be l e s s  c o n f i d e n t  o f  t h e i r
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c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  in c a s e s  w i t h  l a r g e  ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  s c o r e s .  The 
c o r r e l a t i o n  was n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t .  However, a s s e s s o r  ac c e p ta n c e  o f  ELP 
canno t  be i n f e r r e d .  Mean con f idence  r a t i n g s  were  h i g h ,  and s i m i l a r  
f o r  a l l  g roups ,  s u g g es t in g  t h a t  a s s e s s o r s  u s u a l l y  f e l t  c o n f i d e n t  o f  
t h e i r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s .  Fur thermore ,  t h e r e  was no r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
con f ide nce  r a t i n g s  and agreement between c l i n i c a l  and g u i d e l i n e  c l a s ­
s i f i c a t i o n .  The ques t ion  asked on the  Volunteer  Data Sheet was ,  "How 
c o n f i d e n t  a r e  you t h a t  the  above recommendations a r e  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  
t h i s  c h i l d ? "  Perhaps the  q u es t ion  s h o u ld  have  r e a d ,  "How c o n f i d e n t  
a r e  you t h a t  t h i s  c h i l d ' s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  in  a c c o r d  w i th  t h e  s t a t e  
g u i d e l i n e s ? "  I t  appea rs  t h a t  the a s s e s s o r s  were q u i t e  c e r t a i n  o f  t h e  
a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  o f  t h e i r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  d e c i s i o n s ,  w h e th e r  o r  n o t  
those  d e c i s i o n s  agreed with  t h e  g u i d e l i n e s .
C l i n i c i a n s  a l s o  d e v i a t e  from the g u i d e l i n e s  on o t h e r  c r i t e r i a .  
This  f a c t  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  by t h e  c o m p a r i s o n  o f  C l i n i c a l  t o  IQ Model 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  in  which IQ i s  s u b s t i t u t e d  fo r  ELP. C l i n i c a l - I Q  Model 
agreement,  a t  55%, i s  h ig h e r  than  the  42% c l i n i c a l - g u i d e l i n e  a g r e e ­
ment.  F o r t y - f i v e  pe rc e n t  o f  t h e  c a s e s ,  h o w e v e r ,  r e m a in  d i s c r e p a n t  
from the  IQ Model.
In a d d i t i o n  to  the d e v i a t i o n s  from g u i d e l i n e  c r i t e r i a  d i s c u s s e d  
above,  demographic d i f f e r e n c e s  among c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  g r o u p s  
might  be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  e v i d e n c e  o f  b i a s .  C l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
r e s u l t s  in  a d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  nunber o f  b la c k s  in  the  MOMR, MIMR, and 
SL g roups ,  and an u n d e r r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  b l a c k s  i n  t h e  NSC and LD 
groups .  Data on the  sex v a r i a b l e  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  f e m a l e s  a r e  u n d e r ­
r e p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  LD g ro u p  and o v e r r e p r e s e n t e d  in  t h e  SL g r o u p .  
F i n a l l y ,  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  among groups on the  ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e
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v a r i a b l e  sugges t  t h a t  s o c i o c u l t u r a l  d i f f e r e n c e  from t h e  c o r e  c u l t u r e  
i s  involved  in g ro u p  p l a c e m e n t .  The NSC g r o u p ,  w i t h  a r e l a t i v e l y  
small  ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  mean, i s  most s i m i l a r  to  the  co re  c u l t u r e ,  and 
the  MOHR, LD, and SL groups  a r e  more d i s s i m i l a r .
Comparison o f  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Schemes
Although the  a s s e s s o r s  d id  no t  adhere  s t r i c t l y  t o  t h e  g u i d e l i n e  
c r i t e r i a ,  t h e r e  may be some j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  t h e i r  d e v i a t i o n s .  F i r s t ,  
t h e  g u i d e l i n e s  in  use a t  the  t ime o f  th e  study  may have i n a d e q u a c i e s .  
Second, th e  use o f  ELP a s  the  e s t im a te  o f  academic p o t e n t i a l  may h a v e
shor tcomings .  Oie p o s s i b l e  inadequacy i s  t h a t  the  g u i d e l i n e s  a r e  to o
r e s t r i c t i v e  f o r  optimal s p e c i a l  e duca t ion  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  I f  a l a r g e  
p ro p o r t io n  o f  c h i l d r e n  p r e v io u s ly  sc reened  in t h e i r  schoo ls  and i d e n ­
t i f i e d  as having s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f i c u l t i e s  in  schoolwork a r e  c l a s s i f i e d  
as NSC, t h e  p r a c t i c a l  r e s u l t  i s  t o  deny s p e c i a l  s e r v i c e s  which many o f  
th e se  c h i l d r e n  may need .  The G u id e l in e  Model c l a s s i f i e d  76% o f  a l l
c h i ld r e n  eva lua ted  as NSC, as  compared t o  2 9% c l a s s i f i e d  NSC by t h e
c l i n i c i a n s .  I h a t  l e s s  than  a q u a r t e r  o f  a p re s c reen e d ,  r e f e r r e d  popu­
l a t i o n  was c l a s s i f i e d  as  e l i g i b l e  f o r  s p e c i a l  educa t ion  placement sug­
g e s t s  major d i f f e r e n c e s  in  judgment between the  a u t h o r s  o f  t h e  g u i d e ­
l i n e s  and t h e  r e f e r r i n g  t e a c h e r s  and p r i n c i p a l s ,  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  
s p e c i a l  educa t ion  assessmen t teams.
Other d e f i c i e n c i e s  in  the  g u i d e l i n e  c r i t e r i a  a r e  sugges ted  by th e  
r e s u l t s .  G u ide l ine  accuracy  f o r  the SL and LD g r o u p s  i s  lo w e r  th a n  
f o r  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  a l though  o v e r a l l  g u i d e l i n e  a c c u r a c y  i s  
h ighe r  than  c l i n i c a l .  S t a t i s t i c a l  p r e d i c t i o n  based  on t h e  G u i d e l i n e  
Model could d u p l i c a t e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  by th e  Guide l ine  Model i t s e l f  i n  
on ly  33% of  th e  SL group and 59% o f  t h e  LD group.  This  f a c t  s u g g e s t s
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t h a t  the  d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  v a r i a b l e s  f o r  t h e s e  two g r o u p s  a r e  n o t  v e r y  
pow er fu l .  The G u id e l in e  Model a l s o  g e n e r a t e s  some unexpec ted  r e s u l t s  
on the achievement v a r i a b l e s .  The NSC and LD group means on a l l  t h r e e  
achievement t e s t  s c o r e s  a r e  l e s s  than  f i v e  p o i n t s  a p a r t ,  a l t h o u g h  LD 
c h i l d r e n  a r e  d e f i n e d  a s  h a v i n g  low er  s c o r e s  i n  s c h o o l  a c h i e v e m e n t  
measures than NSC c h i l d r e n  o f  comparable p o t e n t i a l .  Achievement d a t a  
in  the SL and MIMR G uide l ine  groups would be expected to  show t h a t  the  
MIMR group has lower mean s c o re s  on achievement m e a s u r e s  t h a n  t h e  SL 
group .  In f a c t ,  the  MIMR means on a l l  t h r e e  achievement m e a s u r e s  a r e  
s l i g h t l y  h igher  than  the  SL means.  In c o n t r a s t ,  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a ­
t i o n  produces c l e a r  d i f f e r e n c e s  between NSC and LD, and between SL and 
MIMR, in  the  expec ted d i r e c t i o n s .
Comparisons between G u ide l ine  Model and IQ Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  
h i g h l i g h t  the  e f f e c t s  o f  us ing  ELP i n s t e a d  o f  IQ a s  a d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  
c r i t e r i o n .  Use o f  ELP r e s u l t s  in  a l a r g e  i n c r e a s e  in  t h e  number o f  
c a s e s  c l a s s i f i e d  NSC, 76? f o r  the  G u i d e l i n e  Model a s  o p p o s ed  to  55?  
fo r  the  IQ Model. As d i s c u s s e d  above,  NSC c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  may r e s u l t  
in  d e n i a l  o f  s p e c i a l  s e r v i c e s  fo r  t h e s e  c h i l d r e n .  R e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
us ing  ELP r a t h e r  than IQ r e s u l t s  i n  t h e  t r a n s f e r  o f  o v e r  53?  o f  LD 
c a s e s ,  60? o f  SL c a s e s ,  and 20? o f  MIMR c a s e s  t o  NSC r a t h e r  t h a n  t h e  
s p e c i a l  educa t ion  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  d e s ig n a t e d  by th e  IQ Model.
The use o f  ELP h a s  o th e r  s p e c i f i c  e f f e c t s .  One d r a m a t i c  exam ple  
i s  seen in the  one case  c l a s s i f i e d  MOMR by the  IQ Model. T h i s  c h i l d  
had an IQ s c o r e  o f  54 and an a d a p t iv e  b eh av io r  s c o r e  in  t h e  r e t a r d e d  
range .  Her ELP was 78,  however,  and t h e  G u i d e l i n e  Model c l a s s i f i e d  
her  SL. There a re  marked d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  the SL group a s  c l a s s i f i e d  by 
ELP r a t h e r  than  IQ. The p ro p o r t io n  o f  c a s e s  w i t h  a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r
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s c o r e s  in  the r e t a r d e d  r a n g e  p l a c e d  in  SL i n c r e a s e s  t o  17% i n  t h e  
G u ide l ine  Model as  opposed to 5% in the  IQ Model. A l s o ,  t h e  mean IQ 
s c o re  f o r  g u i d e l i n e - c l a s s i f i e d  SL c a s e s  i s  lower t h a n  in  t h e  com par­
ab le  IQ Model group .  Ihe ELP mean i s  a l s o  lower in  g u i d e l i n e  t h a n  in 
IQ c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  f o r  t h i s  group.  The SL group ,  a s  de f in e d  by th e  ELP 
c r i t e r i o n  in the g u i d e l i n e s ,  i s  thus  a more d e f i c i e n t  group t h a n  t h a t  
de f ined  by th e  IQ c r i t e r i o n ,  in  terms o f  a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r  and b o th  
e s t i m a t e s  o f  i n t e l l e c t u a l  p o t e n t i a l .
A major  reason  fo r  the  i n t r o d u c t i o n  o f  ELP i n  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  was the  c r i t i c i s m  t h a t  t h e  IQ m easu re  u n f a i r l y  d i s ­
c r im ina ted  a g a i n s t  c u l t u r a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  g r o u p s  s u c h  a s  b l a c k s  and 
h i s p a n i c s .  The d a t a  p rov ide  some ev idence  o f  d i s c r i m i n a t o r y  b i a s  in  
the  IQ measure r a t h e r  than a s s e s s o r  b i a s :  Both C l i n i c a l  and IQ Model
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  r e s u l t  in  the u n d e r r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  b la ck  c h i l d r e n  in  
NSC and LD and t h e i r  o v e r r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in  SL, MIMR, and MOMR, a s  com­
pared with  the  t o t a l  p ro p o r t i o n  o f  b la cks  in  the  popu la t ion  e v a l u a t e d .  
Thus b lacks  a r e  more l i k e l y  to  be c l a s s i f i e d  in groups c a r r y i n g  p e jo r ­
a t i v e  l a b e l s ,  whether the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  was done by c l i n i c i a n s  aware  
o f  th e  c h i l d ' s  e t h n i c  group ,  o r  by a com p u te r  program which  i g n o r e d  
r a c e  in  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .
A comparison o f  e t h n i c  group d i s t r i b u t i o n  be tw ee n  IQ Model and 
G uide l ine  Model c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  use o f  ELP i n s t e a d  
o f  IQ i s  e f f e c t i v e  in  reducing  r a c i a l  d i s p r o p o r t i o n s  in  the  NSC and SL 
g roups ,  bu t  l e a v e s  t h e  h igh p ro p o r t io n  o f  b lacks  i n  MIMR e s s e n t i a l l y  
unchanged and a c t u a l l y  i n c r e a s e s  the  d i s p r o p o r t i o n  i n  t h e  LD g r o u p .  
While IQ c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  r e s u l t s  i n  a 56% b l a c k  LD g r o u p ,  g u i d e l i n e  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  reduce s  t h e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  b l a c k s  t o  28%. A s p e c i f i c
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reason f o r  t h i s  e f f e c t  i s  t h a t  a measure o f  s o c i o c u l t u r a l  d i f f e r e n c e  
i s  a c r i t e r i o n  s p e c i f i e d  by the  g u i d e l i n e s ,  which s t a t e  t h a t  an ELP-IQ 
d i f f e r e n c e  score  g r e a t e r  than n in e  p o i n t s  i s  c o n s i d e r e d  e v i d e n c e  o f  
s o c i o c u l t u r a l  d i s a d v a n ta g e  and t h a t  c a s e s  with  such s c o r e s  a r e  n o t  t o  
be c l a s s i f i e d  LD. Because b la ck  c h i l d r e n  had a mean ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  
o f  15 p o i n t s ,  w h i le  the  white  mean was a b o u t  5 ,  more  b l a c k  c h i l d r e n  
than white were i n e l i g i b l e  under the  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  LD c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  
The use o f  th e  ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  s c o r e ,  r a t h e r  than ELP a l o n e ,  appea rs  
t o  i n c re a s e  r a c i a l  d i s p r o p o r t i o n  in t h i s  group.
The reason  why th e  pe rcen tage  o f  b la ck s  in  the  MIMR g roup  i s  n o t  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  r e d u c e d  by t h e  use  o f  ELP i s  n o t  r e a d i l y  a p p a r e n t .  
Perhaps c h i l d r e n  suspec ted  o f  mental  r e t a r d a t i o n  a r e  o f t e n  i d e n t i f i e d  
b e fo re  the  age o f  7, the  low es t  age i n c l u d e d  in  t h e  s a m p l e .  D ur ing  
the  d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  p e r io d ,  Lou is iana  sch o o ls  had been i n v o l v e d  in  a 
Child Search  program to  i d e n t i f y  handicapped c h i ld r e n  a t  an e a r l y  age.  
I f  white f a m i l i e s  responded more o f t e n  to  the  Child Search  p u b l i c i t y ,  
t h e  remain ing  c h i ld r e n  a t  r i s k  might  more l i k e l y  be  b l a c k .  In a d d i ­
t i o n ,  more a f f l u e n t  white f a m i l i e s ,  who could a f fo rd  p r o f e s s i o n a l  con­
s u l t a t i o n ,  may have had t h e i r  c h i l d r e n  e va lua te d  p r i v a t e l y  r a t h e r  than 
through th e  p u b l i c  s ch o o ls .
There i s  no reason  to  a n t i c i p a t e  t h a t  th e  use o f  ELP r a t h e r  t h a n  
IQ would change the  sex r a t i o s  w i th in  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  g roups .  In f a c t ,  
th e  group p r o p o r t i o n s  in  g u i d e l i n e  and IQ schemes a r e  f a i r l y  s i m i l a r .  
Both computer  schemes,  however,  change the  p r o p o r t i o n a t e  sex d i s t r i ­
b u t io n s  c o n s id e r a b ly  a s  compared t o  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  T h i s  
s u g g e s t s  t h a t  the  sex o f  th e  c h i l d  may have in f lu en ced  c l i n i c a l  d e c i s ­
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i o n s .  I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  to  n o t e ,  however,  t h a t  g u i d e l i n e  c l a s s i f i c a ­
t i o n  r e s u l t s  in  t h e  l o w e s t  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  f e m a l e s  i n  t h e  LD g r o u p .  
Only 16% o f  t h i s  group a r e  females  a l t h o u g h  sex was n o t  a g u i d e l i n e  
c r i t e r i o n .
The argument has been made t h a t  d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  h i g h  p e r c e n ­
t a g e s  o f  b la c k  c h i l d r e n  in s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  g r o u p s  i s  e v i d e n c e  o f  
r a c i a l  b i a s .  By ana logy ,  a d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  m a le s  may 
be ev idence  o f  sex b i a s .  The f a c t  t h a t  the  g u i d e l i n e  scheme f u r t h e r  
reduces  th e  a l r e a d y  d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  low p e rc e n ta g e  o f  females  in  LD 
ap p ea r s  t o  be ev idence  a g a i n s t  sex b i a s .  I t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  c o n s i s t e n t  
a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  c o n c e p tu a l ly  a p p r o p r i a t e  c r i t e r i a  d o e s  n o t  c o m p l e t e l y  
e r a d i c a t e  demographic d i f f e r e n c e s  among g roups .  Evidence o f  such  dem­
ograph ic  d i f f e r e n c e s  may be inadequa te  ev idence  o f  b i a s .
The f a c t o r  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  t h r e e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  schem es  a l s o  
s u g g e s t s  t h a t  d e m o g ra p h ic  v a r i a b l e s ,  a l t h o u g h  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  a r e  o f  
minor im por tance .  For  a l l  t h r e e  s c h e m e s ,  t h e  v a r i a b l e s  o f  ELP-IQ 
d i f f e r e n c e ,  e t h n i c  group ,  and sex appear in  the  f i n a l  f a c t o r ,  a f t e r  a t  
l e a s t  80% o f  t h e  v a r i a n c e  h a s  been  a c c o u n t e d  f o r  by t h e  p r e c e d i n g  
f a c t o r s .  These t h r e e  v a r i a b l e s  comprise F a c to r  IV in  c l i n i c a l  and IQ 
schemes and account  fo r  l e s s  than  7% o f  t h e  v a r i a n c e .  In t h e  g u i d e ­
l i n e  scheme, two achievement  v a r i a b l e s ,  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  de m o g ra p h ic  
v a r i a b l e s ,  c o n t r i b u t e  to  the t h i r d  and f i n a l  f a c t o r .  ELP-IQ d i f f e r ­
ence has  the  h ig h e s t  load ing  on t h i s  f a c t o r ,  f o l l o w e d  by a r i t h m e t i c  
and s p e l l i n g  ach ievement.  Ethnic group and 3ex have s m a l le r  l o a d in g s .  
Adapt ive b e h a v i o r ,  IQ, and achievement a r e  much more powerful  d i s c r im ­
i n a t o r s  than  demographic v a r i a b l e s  f o r  a l l  schemes.
CONCLUSIONS
The d e s c r i p t i v e  v a l i d i t y  o f  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  as p r a c t i c e d  
by the  s p e c i a l  educa t ion  teams sampled i s  s a t i s f a c t o r y  in  terms o f  th e  
w i th in -g roups  homogeneity o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  groups ,  bu t  i s  u n s a t i s f a c ­
t o r y  in  terms o f  l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y .  Homogeneity o f  t h e  g r o u p s  was 
demonst ra ted  by the  f a c t  t h a t  they  d i f f e r e d  from one ano the r  on s e v e ­
r a l  s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i a b l e s  summarized by the  f a c t o r s  o f  Adapt ive  Beha­
v i o r ,  IQ, Achievement T e s t s ,  and Demographic In fo rm at ion .  A d d i t i o n a l  
evidence  o f  homogeneity was c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  accuracy o f  over 65% agree­
ment between c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  and group m em bersh ip  p r e d i c t e d  
from a s t a t i s t i c a l  model o f  th e  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s .  T h i s  l e v e l  
o f  agreement i s  s i m i l a r  to  p as t  f i n d i n g s  o f  c l i n i c a l  d i a g n o s t i c  ag ree­
ment with  an o u t s i d e  c r i t e r i o n .  TWo c l i n i c a l  g roups ,  SL and NSC, had 
r e l a t i v e l y  low l e v e l s  o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a c c u r a c y ,  s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  
th e s e  groups were more he terogeneous  than  the o t h e r s .
The r e l a t i v e l y  homogeneous groups produced by c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i ­
c a t i o n  were n o t  l o g i c a l l y  c o n s i s t e n t  when compared to  t h e  o u t s i d e  
c r i t e r i o n  o f  the  Lou is iana  g u i d e l i n e s .  Agreement be tw een  c l i n i c a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  by a computer  program based  on t h e  
g u i d e l i n e s  was on ly  42% o v e r a l l  and was p a r t i c u l a r l y  low f o r  the MOMR, 
SL, and LD g r o u p s .
In s p i t e  o f  t h e i r  f r e q u e n t  d e v i a t i o n s  from the  g u i d e l i n e s ,  c l i n i ­
c i a n s  u s u a l l y  expressed  c o n f i d e n c e  t h a t  t h e i r  r e c o m m e n d a t io n s  were  
a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  the  p a r t i c u l a r  c h i l d ,  and t h i s  c o n f i d e n c e  was u n r e ­
l a t e d  to  whether the  v a r i a b l e  s c o r e s  f o r  a c a s e  were  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  
w i th  the  g u i d e l i n e s .  Although c l i n i c i a n s  d e v i a t e d  on o c c a s i o n  from
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a l l  g u i d e l i n e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  group membership,  the  most f r e q u e n t  d e v i a ­
t i o n s  involved the ELP measure.  Disagreement with  the  g u i d e l i n e s  was 
p o s i t i v e l y  c o r r e l a t e d  with  the  s i z e  o f  th e  d i sc repancy  between ELP and 
IQ; f o r  th ose  c a s e s  w i t h  s m a l l  ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  s c o r e s ,  c l i n i c a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  more c l o s e l y  matched g u i d e l i n e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .
The use o f  ELP r a t h e r  t h a n  IQ a s  an e s t i m a t e  o f  i n t e l l e c t u a l  
p o t e n t i a l  remains a c o n t r o v e r s i a l  i s sue  in the  l i t e r a t u r e .  The v a l i d ­
i t y  o f  e s t i m a t i n g  l e a r n i n g  p o t e n t i a l  by c o m p ar in g  a c h i l d ' s  IQ t e s t  
performance with  a h y p o th e t i c a l  norm g roup  composed o f  t h o s e  w i t h  a 
s i m i l a r  s o c i o c u l t u r a l  background has n o t  been  d e m o n s t r a t e d  e m p i r i c ­
a l l y .  Thus th e  a s s e s s o r s  may have f e l t  j u s t i f i e d  in weighing ELP l e s s  
h e a v i l y  than the  g u i d e l i n e s  r e q u i r e d .  The s p e c i f i c  e f f e c t s  o f  u s i n g  
ELP in s t e a d  o f  th e  t r a d i t i o n a l  IQ c r i t e r i o n  i n c l u d e  a l a r g e  d e c r e a s e  
in the  nunber o f  c h i l d r e n  c l a s s i f i e d  e l i g i b l e  f o r  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  
s e r v i c e s ,  the  c r e a t i o n  o f  a markedly d e f i c i e n t  SL g ro u p  i n  t e r m s  o f  
a d a p t iv e  behav io r  and i n t e l l e c t u a l  p o t e n t i a l ,  and t h e  c r e a t i o n  o f  an 
LD group which i s  l e s s  s o c i o c u l t u r a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from the  c o re  c u l t u r e  
and i s  predominantly  white and male.
Whether the above e f f e c t s  a r e  d e s i r a b l e  i s  d e b a t a b l e .  A c l a s s i ­
f i c a t i o n  scheme which r e s u l t s  in  76% o f  a r e f e r r e d  p o p u la t i o n  r e m a i n ­
ing in r e g u l a r  c l a s s e s ,  a s  the  G u ide l ine  Model does ,  c e r t a i n l y  accom­
p l i s h e s  t h e  p u r p o s e  o f  " m a i n s t r e a m i n g "  c h i l d r e n  w i t h  p ro b le m s  in  
s ch o o l .  Undoubtedly most o f  t h e s e  c h i l d r e n  were n o t  per forming s a t i s ­
f a c t o r i l y  in  r e g u l a r  c l a s s e s .  The more h e t e ro g e n e o u s  p o p u l a t i o n  r e ­
main ing  in  r e g u l a r  c l a s s e s  w i l l  c r e a t e  a demand f o r  im proved and 
a l t e r n a t i v e  s p e c i a l  s e r v i c e s .  C u r r e n t l y ,  many s c h o o l  p s y c h o l o g i s t s  
advoca te  a change in  f u n c t io n  from t h e i r  t r a d i t i o n a l  t e s t i n g  r o l e  t o
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d i r e c t  i n t e r v e n t i o n s  in  the  s c h o o l s .  S t r i c t  a d h e r e n c e  to  t h e  g u i d e ­
l i n e s  would a c c e l e r a t e  t h i s  change,  bu t  r e c a s t i n g  the  r o l e s  o f  s p e c i a l  
e d u c a to r s  and school  p s y c h o lo g i s t s  i s  a c h a l l e n g in g  t a s k .
The composi t ion  o f  the  SL and LD groups under g u i d e l i n e  c l a s s i f i ­
c a t i o n  a l so  p r e s e n t s  some problems.  The SL group i s  more d e f i c i e n t  in 
bo th  a d a p t iv e  behav io r  and i n t e l l e c t u a l  p o t e n t i a l  t h a n  t h e  g r o u p  a s  
c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d ,  so t h a t  c u r r i c u l a r  c h a n g e s  may be n e c e s s a r y .  
The LD group under g u i d e l i n e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  p r e d o m i n a n t l y  w h i t e ,  
male ,  and h ig h ly  s i m i l a r  to  the core  c u l t u r e ,  l a r g e l y  a s  a r e s u l t  o f  a 
g u i d e l i n e  r e s t r i c t i o n  a g a i n s t  s o c i o c u l t u r a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  c h i l d r e n .  The 
use o f  th e  ELP-IQ d i f f e r e n c e  as  a c r i t e r i o n  may be c r i t i c i z e d  as  d i s ­
c r i m i n a t o r y .  In r e b u t t a l ,  i t  could be argued t h a t  a w e l l - d e f i n e d  and 
homogeneous group s h o u l d  be p r o v i d e d  a p p r o p r i a t e  s p e c i a l  s e r v i c e s  
r e g a r d l e s s  o f  i t s  demographic com pos i t ion .  The c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a c c u ­
racy  r e s u l t s ,  h o w e v e r ,  show t h a t  LD i s  l e s s  homogeneous u n d e r  th e  
g u i d e l i n e s  than  in  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  LD g u i d e l i n e  c l a s s i f i c a ­
t i o n  accuracy  i s  c o n s id e r a b ly  lower than o v e r a l l  g u i d e l i n e  a c c u r a c y .  
The c l i n i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  LD g ro u p  i s  l a r g e ,  42% o f  t h e  e v a l u a t e d  
c a s e s .  Adherence to  the g u i d e l i n e s  reduces  t h i s  g ro u p  t o  14% o f  t h e  
c a s e s  and r e c l a s s i f i e s  most c a s e s  a s  NSC. Such a change from c u r r e n t  
p r a c t i c e ,  d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  a f f e c t i n g  b lack  c h i l d r e n ,  may p r o v e  d i f ­
f i c u l t  t o  de fend .
In c o n t r a s t  t o  d e v i a t i o n s  from t h e  ELP c r i t e r i o n ,  a s s e s s o r s '  
f a i l u r e  to  fo l low  the  g u i d e l i n e  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  a d a p t iv e  behav io r  cannot  
e a s i l y  be j u s t i f i e d .  The a d a p t iv e  behav io r  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  m e n ta l  r e ­
t a r d a t i o n  has wide  a c c e p t a n c e  among p r o f e s s i o n a l s .  Yet o f  t h e  31
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c ases  c l a s s i f i e d  MIMR o r  MOMR, seven c a s e s  d id  n o t  m e e t  t h i s  c r i t e r ­
ion ;  i n  four  c a s e s  no a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r  s c o r e  was r e c o r d e d  and th e  
o th e r  t h r e e  c a s e s  had s c o re s  above the  r e t a r d e d  range .  In making such 
an im por tan t  d e c i s i o n ,  a s s e s s o r s  i g n o r e d  a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r  in  o v e r  
o n e - f i f t h  o f  t h e  c a s e s  th e y  c l a s s i f i e d  as r e t a r d e d .  D e v i a t i o n s  from 
the  a d a p t iv e  behav ior  c r i t e r i o n ,  even in  a smal l  nunber o f  c a s e s ,  con­
s t i t u t e  a s e r io u s  shor tcoming in the  l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y  o f  c l i n i c a l  
assessment fo r  bo th  MIMR and MOMR.
In s p i t e  o f  the  above weaknesses in  l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y ,  c l i n i c a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  c a s e s  in c luded  in  t h i s  s t u d y  d o e s  r e s u l t  i n  a 
moderate degree  o f  d e s c r i p t i v e  v a l i d i t y .  With in -groups  homogeneity o f  
th e  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  c a t e g o r i e s  was a c c e p t a b l y  h i g h ,  and t h e  
low degree  o f  l o g i c a l  c o n s i s t e n c y  may be p a r t i a l l y  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  i n ­
adequac ies  in  the g u i d e l i n e s  d e s c r ib e d  above.
I f  the  g u i d e l i n e s  have some s h o r t c o m i n g s ,  i t  may be u s e f u l  t o  
focus a t t e n t i o n  on meaningful  d i f f e r e n c e s  among groups on s i g n i f i c a n t  
v a r i a b l e s .  In common sense te rm s ,  c l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  r e s u l t s  in  
r e a s o n a b ly  v a l i d  d e s c r i p t i v e  c a t e g o r i e s .  The NSC and LD g r o u p s  a r e  
s i m i l a r  in  te rms o f  g e n e r a l l y  adequa te  a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r  and i n t e l ­
l e c t u a l  p o t e n t i a l  in the average  r a n g e ,  and a r e  d i f f e r e n t  i n  s c h o o l  
achievement,  as  e x p e c te d .  SL, MIMR, and MOMR g r o u p s  h a v e ,  w i t h  t h e  
e x ce p t io n  o f  one achievement measure ,  means on i n t e l l e c t u a l  p o t e n t i a l  
and school  achievement v a r i a b l e s  which d i f f e r  from e a c h  o t h e r  in  ex­
pec ted  rank  o r d e r ,  and which a r e  lower t h a n  e i t h e r  NSC o r  LD m eans .  
The two r e ta rd e d  groups d i f f e r ,  a s  ex p e c te d ,  from o th e r  groups in  t h a t  
most c h i l d r e n  in MIMR and MOMR groups  have a d a p t iv e  b ehav io r  s co re s  in 
the  r e t a r d e d  range .  C l i n i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  does ,  however, a p p e a r  t o
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have two major shor tcom ings .  F i r s t ,  t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a s  r e t a r d e d ,  
o f  some c h i l d r e n  with adequa te  a d a p t iv e  b e h a v i o r ,  may be  v e r y  d e t r i ­
m en ta l .  Second, d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  numbers o f  b lack  c h i l d r e n  c l a s s i f i e d  
in p e j o r a t i v e  c a t e g o r i e s  r a i s e  the  i s s u e  o f  r a c i a l  b i a s ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e  
c o n t r i b u t i o n  o f  d e m o g ra p h ic  v a r i a b l e s  t o  g ro u p  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  i s  
s m a l l .
C l i n i c a l  and g u i d e l i n e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  schemes bo th  have s t r e n g t h s  
and weaknesses in  d e s c r i p t i v e  v a l i d i t y ;  t h e r e  i s  room fo r  p r o f e s s i o n a l  
d i s c u s s i o n  about the  uses  o f  each .  One approach t o  r e d u c i n g  d i f f e r ­
ences  between the  schemes would be a c a r e f u l  review o f  th e  i n d i v i d u a l  
c a se s  o f  c l i n i c a l - g u i d e l i n e  d i sag ree m en t .  Ihe au tho r  p la ns  t o  in fo rm  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  o f  the  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  s t u d y .  A s s e s s o r  v o l u n t e e r s  c o n ­
t r i b u t i n g  da ta  and school  systems p r o v i d i n g  f i l e  d a t a  w i l l  be g iv e n  
s p e c i f i c  in fo rm at ion  conce rn ing  the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  code and t h e  i n d i ­
v idua l  d e v i a t i o n s  from the g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  e a c h  c h i l d .  Case r e v i e w ,  
in c lu d in g  pas t  r e c o r d s ,  c u r r e n t  perfo rmance ,  and p o s s i b l e  r e t e s t i n g ,  
w i l l  p rov ide  d a t a  fo r  d i s c u s s i o n .  Among a s s e s o r s  t h e m s e l v e s ,  s u c h  
d i s c u s s i o n  may r e s u l t  in c o r r e c t i o n s  o f  m i s c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  o r  t h e  ad­
d i t i o n  o f  miss ing  da ta  to  suppor t  a c u r r e n t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  D i s c u s ­
s ion  may a l s o  h i g h l i g h t  a r e a s  o f  p r o f e s s i o n a l  d i s a g r e e m e n t  be tw een  
a s s e s s o r s  in  the  school  systems and t h e  a u t h o r s  o f  t h e  s t a t e  g u i d e ­
l i n e s .  Dialogue between the se  two groups  o f  s p e c i a l  e d u ca t io n  p r o f e s ­
s i o n a l s  might r e s u l t  in a l t e r a t i o n  o f  th e  g u i d e l i n e s .  Human judgment,  
by e i t h e r  a s s e s s o r s  o r  g u i d e l i n e  a u t h o r s ,  i s  i m p e r f e c t .  D iscuss ion  o f  
t h e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s  may r e s u l t  i n  more a p p r o p r i a t e  s e r v i c e s  t o  i n d i v i ­
dual  c h i l d r e n  and a b e t t e r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  system.
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Geographic Location  o f  Volunteer 
A ssesso rs  Who C ontribu ted  Data
Appendix A 
Location Number Cases Used
Ascension P a r ish  7
Caddo P a r ish  22
C atahoula  P a r ish  0
Evangeline  P a r ish  4
G rant P a r ish  23
Jackson P a r ish  8
L a fa y e t te  P a r ish  92
Monroe, C ity  o f  22
Morehouse P a r ish  10
O rleans  P a r ish  26
O uachita  P a r ish  47
P o in t  Coupee P a r ish  1
U n iv e r s i ty  o f  New O rleans 26
V erm ilion P a r ish  J




(V o lun tee r  Sample)
AGREEMENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH
ON SPECIAL EDUCATION CLASSIFICATION 
I  u nders tand  t h a t  Dr. Wayne G reen le a f  and Dr. John T a y lo r  o f  t h e  
L ou is iana  Department o f  Education  have g iv e n  p e r m i s s i o n  to  J a n e t  H. 
Hansche, a PhD Candidate  in  C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o lo g y  a t  L o u i s i a n a  S t a t e  
U n i v e r s i t y ,  t o  c o n d u c t  r e s e a r c h  on p u p i l  a p p r a i s a l  f o r  s p e c i a l  
e d u c a t io n .  I  ag ree  t h a t  th e  a p p r a i s a l  te am s  u n d e r  my d i r e c t i o n  may 
p ro v id e  d a ta  fo r  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  f o r  th e  c l i n i c a l  r e c o r d s  o f  c h i l d r e n  
th ey  e v a lu a te .  There w i l l  be no c o n ta c t  between the  r e s e a r c h  i n v e s t ­
i g a to r  and th e  c h i l d r e n ,  t h e i r  f a m i l i e s ,  t h e i r  t e a c h e r s ,  o r  t h e i r  
s c h o o ls .  The names o f  th e  c h i ld r e n  w i l l  be d e le te d  b e fo re  th e  d a ta  i s  
made a v a i l a b l e .  The c h i ld r e n ,  th e  assessm ent te a m s ,  and th e  a s s e s s ­
ment c e n t e r  w i l l  be i d e n t i f i e d  on ly  by code nunber to  p r o te c t  th e  p r i ­
vacy o f  th e  i n d i v id u a l s  in v o lv e d .  No in fo rm a t io n  a b o u t  t h e  i d e n t i t y  
o f  th e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  w i l l  be g iven w ithou t e x p re s s  w r i t t e n  c o n se n t .
Date____________________________
Name_____________________________
T i t l e
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( F i l e  Sample)
AGREEMENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 
ON SPECIAL EDUCATION CLASSIFICATION 
I  un d ers tan d  t h a t  Dr. Wayne G reen lea f  and Dr. John T a y lo r  o f  th e  
L ou is iana  Department o f  Education  have g iv e n  p e r m i s s i o n  to  J a n e t  H. 
Hansche, a PhD C andidate  in  C l i n i c a l  P s y c h o lo g y  a t  L o u i s i a n a  S t a t e  
U n i v e r s i t y ,  t o  c o n d u c t  r e s e a r c h  on p u p i l  a p p r a i s a l  f o r  s p e c i a l  
e d u c a t io n .  I  ag ree  t h a t  th e  Pupil A ppra isa l S e r v i c e  u n d e r  my d i r e c ­
t i o n  may p ro v id e  d a ta  fo r  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  from the  c l i n i c a l  r e c o r d s  o f  
c h id re n  e v a l u a t e d .  T here  w i l l  be no c o n t a c t  be tw een  th e  r e s e a r c h  
i n v e s t i g a t o r  and th e  c h i l d r e n ,  t h e i r  f a m i l i e s ,  t h e i r  t e a c h e r s ,  o r  
t h e i r  s c h o o ls .  Use o f  th e  f i l e s  w i l l  be s u p e r v i s e d  by a d e s i g n a t e d  
Pupil A p p ra isa l  s t a f f  member. The c h i ld r e n ,  th e  assessm ent team s, and 
th e  assessm ent c e n te r  w i l l  be i d e n t i f i e d  on ly  by co d e  number to  p ro ­
t e c t  th e  p r iv a c y  o f  th e  in d iv id u a l s  i n v o l v e d .  No i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  
th e  i d e n t i t y  o f  th e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  w i l l  be g iven w ithou t ex p re ss  w r i t t e n  
c o n s e n t .
Date_____________________________
Name_____________________________
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O io ic jo m  * h o  wi*h to drow  o  b to lil*  should fim  tro m te r  *h t child 's t ta io d  jco ro t to th# row o< bene* 
b etaw  Then mark aft X on tn* dot correeoonotng  to th e  w a le d  w e re  for te c h  tail, a n d  d row  a  tin* 
connecting  the X'l.*
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Com prehension .. .
(D ig it S p a n )  (________ ] (_
Verbal Scor* _  
PERFORMANCE TESTS
Picture Completion - _
Picture A rrangem ent _ _ _ _ _  _
Block Design   _
O bject Asiemoly ________  _
Coding ________  _








Pull Scale Score _ . .
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Appendix D 
SOi-iFA Parent In terview  hecord Face Sheet
Parent Interview Record Form
S y s t e m  o f  M u l t i c u l t u r a l  P l u r a l i s t i c  A s s e s s m e n t  
J a n e  R .  M e r c e r  •  J u n e  E  L e w i s
C h i l d ' .  NMM____











In ln tarviaw ___
CHILD'S ETHNIC G R O U P CHILD'S AGE
___ Black Yaar Maoth Day
___ Hispanic
___ While
O t h e r  ( s p e c i f y :  1
Date at Interview _  _____  _____
□ate of Birth - — -----
Age at Interview ___
SOCIOCULTURAL SCALES
S a l a t  S W
O w n Schooi 
Raw B ita ic  OU- 
S c o n  C fw p  h n
Family Size 
Family Structure 
Sooooooooouc Statui . 
Urban Acculturation,
• t l  laaai m i w  «  ua








* D o net proflk  u  isvM M ry w o n  i f  Lb* 
OK a e o n  aquaia or o e w a i  Lb* vain*
NOTES
ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR INVENTORY 
FOR CHILDREN {ABIC)
Raw S e a M  
Seal* S o o n *  S c o n
Family (FI -------- --------
Community (C) , — _
Peer Relations I P ) ___________
Nonacedemic SchooiR oles(S )^ ^ _  ■
Samer/Cooaumer (El , _____
S e l f - M a i n t e n a n c e  ( M l  —  ________
Sum . . .  
ABIC Average Scaled Score (Sum ■+■ 6>
1 D o not e a a p v t*  k o i w  for tbo n *  ABIC w a in  i f  U *  V. 
N. or DK t o n  equal* or  n o a u  ta* v tlu a  aoow o m  
p o ra a ta a a a i
©
C a p y n jb i o  IWT? by Tb* P tycb otefica i CorporaW xl 
AJI n«ht> r*w re*4 N o start of thia racortl ( c m  tta y  b* rcproducad la  any form o f p n o u o f  or by any Mb*T awana. «l*ctroa»c or oachanicaJ. 
laaudLoq. out oat l ia i i* 0  io. pb o iocop y io f. audio n t u i i  r tcord m t iraasauaaioa. in d  portrayal or duplication  ia  aay la foraan oB  a to n i*  
and rvfntvai aywrm. wttbout pcnaiaaioo ta w r ttia f from tb* pubiMMr. S«« C a ta lo i for further lo fo rn a iio a .
T H E  P S Y C H O L O G IC A L  C O R P O R A T IO N . N E W  Y O R K  
A S u b s id i a r y  o f H a r e c u r i  B ra c a  f o v a n o v ic h .  In c .
P r im ed  ic  L'.S*A. 77-112AS
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Appendix L
SOMPA Student Assessment Record Face Sheet
SOMPA
S y s t e m  o f  M u l t i c u l t u r a l  P l u r a l i s t i c  A s s e s s m e u t  
Student Assessment Record Form J a n e  R .  M e r c e r  •  J u n e  F .  L e w i s
Child’s Name . S ex . A ge.








Language Used for Physical 
Dexterity Tasks and Bender.
CHILD'S ETHNIC GROUP CHILD’S AGE
Black Year Month Oiy
_ _  Hispanic Date of Assessment _  ■ - — _
_____While Date of Birth — - _ _ _  — .
Ape at Assessment _____ _____ „
PHYSICAL DEXTERITY TASKS
fUw
S c o t*
A m b u la t io n
Sc*J«4
Scor*
E q u il ib r iu m ___ ___
P la c e m e n t ___ ___
F in e  M o to r  S e q u e n c in g ___ ___
F in e e r -T o n a u e  D e i i e r i l v ---- ___
I n v o lu n ra rv  M o v e m e n t ----- -----
P hysical D a ilen ty
A verege Scaled  Score (Sum  -  «l
S u n
BENDER VISUAL MOTOR GESTALT TEST
WEIGHT BY HEIGHT
HplflM
 in c ite s
w*tflhi 
_  p o u n d s
VISUAL ACUITY
U n c o r r e c te o  V is io n  R igh t E v e  2 0 / .
U f t  E y e  2 0 / -
C o r r e c te d  V is io n  R iah l E v e  2 0 / -  
Left E y e  2fl« -
A U D I T O R Y  A C U I T Y
I M r p . rn« tnm co* jrevirn* 4aan rfl%
U n c a r r e c te d  H e a r in g R ig h t E j r 4 h — _  d h _____ d b _____ d b ____d b
L eft E j r _ d b a b _____ d b _____ d b ------- d b
C o r r e c te d  H e a r in g R u n t  E a r _____ iib _____ J b — ___d b — -  d b _____ d b
L eft E a r ______d h _ _ _  iib _____ d b _____ d b _____ d b
SCHOOL FUNCTIONING LEVEL fSFLl ESTIMATED LEARNING POTENTIAL (ELP)
W lS C -ft Sca iaJ
V e r b a l v o i r
V e rb a l  _
P e r f o r m a n c e  __
F u l l  S f i j J e  „ - ™
•W P P S I (n r c fti ld rtn  t j f ld e re  v n a n o t  m
C o p y r ig h t  : 197fl tiy  T h e  P s y c h o lo g ic a l  Corporation
All n i h l i  r e s e rv e d  N o  M r t  n (  r n i l  r e c o r d  f i r m  n e v  0*  r e p r n a u c e d  m  a n y  /a r m  o i  s r i n n n t  n r  n v  t n v  v i l e r  m t i n t  e le c t r o n ic  o r  m e c h a n ic a l ,  
n c ig o m s .  due n o t  lim ile U  lo  s h n io c o D v in a .  s u u io v ta u a i  r e e e r d m e  e n d  i r a n i m i t t i o n  a n i l  p o r t r a v a i  o r  a u p n c a n o n  in  a o s  i n to r m a im n  s i a r i a e  a n a  
r r i n e v a i  s v i i r m  w i tn o g t  p e r m n t io n  <n » n n n i  iro ir . " i*  P u d l i s n e r  "it* C j h I o *  fo r  r u n r i a r  in ln r m i n p n
T H E  P S Y C H O L O G IC A L  C O R P O R A T IO N . N E W  Y O R K  




R e fe r ra l  fo r  E valuation  Form
L O U I S I A N A  S C H O O L S
PURIL APPRAISAL SERVICES
INITIAL SCREENING PROCESS 
Teacher Review
S B i - i
P*9* I of t
Stu d e n t  . 
S c h o o l _
. Age .. .  Grade. P o r r n  C o m p l e t e d  B y ' 
Teacher(s) _________
D a te s  o l  S c re e n in g  .
I . Concerns/Needs
P le ise i t i t e  th e  specific  reasons/s itua tions w m ch ind ica te  th a t th u  student 
m ay tie m  need o l  ip tc ia l  services. In c lu de  th e  academ ic, behav iora l, phys ica l, 
verba l, and m o to r  areas as p e rtin e n t to  tn«s c h ild . A t ta c h  a d d itio n a l m ea t i f  
necessary. Fo r re -e ve lu e tio n i ind ica te  progress o r  tack o l  progress,
1.1
2. A tte m p ts  T o M ee t Needs
Please sta te any a n e m o ti m id iw i t h m  th e  educa tiona l program  la  resolve each 
ita ta d  concern . describe w ha t was d one , fo r  h o w  long, and by w h o m : ind ica te  
i f  th e  a tte m p t was successfu l, unsuccessfu l, o r made m in e rs  w g n e .
3. F u n c tio n a l Levels: P tot y o u r  lud ge tne nt o l the grade level w he re  S u ­
da n i n  fu n c tio n in g  m y o u i c lassroom . Connect th e  p lo tte d  po in ts , in  
d ice te  th e  s tu d e n ts  ac tua l g r id e  p lacem en t b y  d ra w in g  a h o ru o n ia t tine 
across tn *  graph. O ip a r im tn ta l iu d  teachers m ight f in d  it bvn afic ia f to 




J 53:JJiiJl i i J i 1 i ill 3 i j5! J 1
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A tta c h  a n d  d a io  a n y  o a r tm o n t  i*n>o<et o f  i i u d e n t ' t  w o * a . (C h e ck  t h e a p -  
p i o o n a i e b o a  if  a t ta c h m e n ts  a r t  in c U o a o l  
G  A d d itio n s *  in f o r m a t io n  O  W o rk  S a m o l* i
4. S tu d e n t E va lua tion . Please chacs m e  co lu m n  ro  m oi- 
cate h o w  th e  student /a it s  m g i t  q l  i h i  t im e  according 
to  the fa llo w in g  scale.
1. Poor 3. S lig h tly  B e low  Average 5. A bove Ava/age
2. Below  Average 4, S lig h tly  A bove A v ira g e  8. E ic e ile n t
Orgi* M ole' Q»*t'*pd>*ni _ 4__ _
f  ~f V oid ' 0«»t'oo*T̂ ', l
UglO' Caor-flnM on '
Ci*n • it
A llt" t 9"  $0«n
A o ti Srwdv * iO 'ii
ttl< U « t i«l 41
AI«.(vUV {<"gc
r ---------------------
O M o o n c a a r  S d w  n«»i*«
**•> C 'M t  0*1 qn
Ait iwOi r a w « « n c m | --------------------_
i i w y - g
W IC o m p i
Vl«tw> '«  iF tv AgOI
on r a Si'o it




E V A LU A TIO N  FILE
105b
L O U I S I A N A  S C H O O L S
PUPIL APPRAISAL SCRVtCCS 
IN IT IA L  S C R E E N IN G  P R O C E S S  
N eed a  A u e i i m e n l
S T U D E N T .
S C H O O L  _ ___________________________________________________________ T E A C H E R  .....  _________________________________________
O A T E S  O F  S C R E E N I N G _______________________________________________  P R IN C IP A L  IO E S JG N E E ) _______________„ _______________
1 A c a d e m ic  G ra d e  P ro g re s s io n :  in » tcn  f l rw i  i«vti tuaen , tjMcify P iP * tiJ  f  (F n i) .  s  (Social A»omat<orii rn*r* m a* o« m oi*  m en  n i te r  
P r o m o t io n  _________  ‘" a  W oe*.  .  .   , _________________________________________
I • i 1 i ?
G R A O E  L E V E L S  K  I a  3 4  * S T B I  10  11 <3
2 . A c a d e m ic  P e r fo rm a n c e ;  L m  th e  le s t  a c h ie v e m e n t  te s t  i c o r t s  r e c o rd e d  lo r  s tu d e n t .  G ive r e su lts  o l  S ta te w id e  A sse s sm e n t T est 
L is t th e  f in a l r e p o r t  c a rd  g ra d e s  fo r th e  la s t tw o  v e e r s  o f  s c h o o l  a t te n d a n c e  a n d  g ra d e s  rec e iv e d  t o  fa r  th is  year
a . D a re  o f  T e s t in g ^  
N a m e  o l  T e s t ________
Total Language
b. S ta te w id e  A sse s sm e n t T e s t 
D a te  o f  T e s tin g ___________________
R e p o r t  C a rd  G ra d e s
Social S tudies




O a ts  Absent
If  p r io r  e v a lu a t io n .  D a te  _  A t t a c h  R e p o r t  o f  E v a lu a t io n  o r C a se  N u m b e r  a n d  C u r re n t  lE P
VC*, no ’
G e n e ra l  H e a l th :  E x p la in  a n y  Y es a n s w e rs  to  th e  fo l lo w in g  q u e s t io n s .  
D o e s  th e  s tu d e n t  .
a . h a v e  re c u r r in g  h e a l th  p ro b le m s ?
0  re g u la r ly  ta k e  m e d ic a t io n ?
c . h a v e  a k n o w n  m e d ic a l p ro b le m  '
d .  h a v e  a p h y s ic a lly  c r ip p l in g  c o n d i t i o n '
e .  a p p e a r  t o  b e  c h ro n ic a l ly  i l l '
1 w e t / to i l  h i t  c lo th e s ?
g. re c e iv e  p ro fe s s io n a l  t r e a tm e n t?
h  re c e iv e  s c h o o l h e lp  fo r  p ro b le m s ?
A d d itio n a lInformation
A tta c h e d
C O M M E N T S
L
I m m u n iz a t io n s  la c k in g ?  1 I ___________
S c re e n in g :  ( I f  n o  re c o rd ,  s c h e d u le  im m e d ia te  s c re e n in g  j C o m p le te  t h e  fo llo w in g :
V ision  R e s u l ts  C  N o rm a l G  At nsK  ________________________ D a le  of S c re e n in g
H e a rin g  R e s u l ts  □ N o r m a l  G  Al risk   n r
S o e e e n  R e s u lts  □ N o r m a l  G  A! risk  ________________________ D a te  o f S c re e n in g  .
G  C o rre c te d  .  
□  C o r re c te d  .  
G  C o r re c te d  _
7 . D o e s  th e  re g u la r  P  E. p ro g ra m  p ro v id e  fo r th e  n e e d s  o f  i n n  c h i l d '
If n o  w h v  n o t '
□  Y es G  N o
8 .  C o u ld  th e  re g u la r  P  6  p ro g ra m  w i th  te c h n ic a l  a s s is ta n c e  a n d /o r  su o o o m  f ro m  a n  ad a p t-v e  P E te a c h e r  
t io n s  w i th in  th e  c la ss  p ro v id e  fo r  th e  n e e d s  o f  t h u  c h * id '
o r th ro u g h  m o d if  ca
□  Y es G  N o
a If v e s . e x n ia m  n r a ive  e x a m p le s
b if n o , d o  y o u  fee l th a t  i h e i t u d e n r  n e e d s  a fo rm a l  a d a p t iv e  p h y s ic a l e d u c a t io n  p ro g ra m  >n a  s e p a ra te  c la s s ’ _  Y«s _2 N o
EV A LU A TIO N  FILE
Append ix G 
Supplementary Data a i e e t
SPECIAL EDDCATICN A S S E S S ^ :rr  RESEARCH 
DATA COLLECTION IffiTHOCTXONS
C a a ra c ta r is c ic s  o f  c h i ld re n  whoa* r*cords ar* do b* c o l le c te d  d u rin g  the 
month o f January  1931:
1. S ra f f  conference fo r  recommendations h a ld  in  January .
2. In i  d ia l  e v a lu a tio n  (no c h ild ra n  b a in ?  re -# v a lu a t* d ) .
3 . WISC-R in c lu d ad  in  the a p p ra is a l  p ro c e s s .
4. a r o n o lo g ic a l  age betw een 7 y ra .  , 0 am. and 11 y r s . ,  11 mo.
5 . A ll d i i id r e n  w ith  cha above d i a r a c c e n s t i c s , in c lu d in g  those  fo r  whoa
s p e c ia l  ta r r i e s *  ara  non recommended. ahould b* in c lu d a d .
Forms to  ba pho tocop ied :
1. Wisc-R fae* s h a a t .
2. SOMPA S tu d en t Assessm ent Record r a m  faca s h e e t .
3. SOMPA P a re n t In c a m  aw Record Form faca shaac .
4. I n i e i a l  R e fe rra l Forms, S3L 1 and S3L 2.
5. Any o th e r  forma in  a d d it io n  you o o n s id a r im p o rtan t f o r  a p a r t i c u l a r  
c h ild .
I  d an  e i f i  c a t i o n  i n f o r m a t i o n :
1. D aleta  namas o f  c h i ld ,  baa ch a r, sch o o l, p a ra n t ,  a t e .
2. I d a n t i fy  aaeh page su b m itted  by th a  f i l a  nuabar usad in  your c a n ta r
to  id a n t i f y  cha a i i l d .
3. 3a su ra  th a t  a t  l a a a t  on* papa fo r  aaeh c h ild  baa cha fo llow ing  
in fo rm a tio n :
3 i r th d a ta
Age in  y aa rs  and months
Sax
Raca
Language usad  in  p a ra n t ln ta rv ia w , i f  n o t E n g lish .
D ata Shaac to  ba f i l l e d  o u t d u rin g  tha s t a f f  confB rar.es:
1. Taam C o o rd ina to r should  f i l l  o u t as a o n p le ta ly  as p o s s ib le  a l l  chedc- 
l i s t s ,  r a t in g  s c a le s ,  and fra a  response  q u e s tio n s .
2. Record a d d it io n a l d a ta  o r  coimnanes on the bade o f th a  s h e e t .
M issing D a ta :
1. Our a n a ly s is  can handle m issin g  d a ta , so  d£  n o t exclude  d t i l d r e n 's  
reco rd s because a l l  d a ta  re q u e s te d  i s  n o t a v a i la b le .
2. Minimum d a ta  req u irem en ts :
WISC-R S ca led  Scores and IQ s.
SOMPA S o c io c u l tu r a l  S ca les  -  r m  s c o re s .
B ir th  d a ta , ra c a , and sax .
D ata S h ee t.
3. w* may w ish you to  Chech tha c h i l d 's  reco rd  i f  we fin d  m issing  d a ta  
o r  su sp e c t re co rd in g  e r r o r s .  For th i s  reaso n , i t  i s  im p o rtan t th a t  
you us a your o e n ta r 's  f i l e  n under to  id e n t i f y  the c h i ld .  For tha 




SPECIAL EDUCATION ASSESSMENT RESEARCH
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  No.
Team Code
C e n t e r  No. 
C o o r d i n a t o r
Y r .  L e t t e r s  C ase  No.
______________ O th e r  te a m  m em bers
Recom m ended I n t e r v e n t i o n s  
R e g u la r  C la s s  
No S p e c i a l  I n t e r v e n t i o n s  
R e s o u rc e  T e a c h e r ( s >  
( S p e c i a l  E d u c a t io n )  
O th e r  S e r v i c e s  ( s p e c i f y )
S p e c i a l  C la s s  ( s e l f - c o n t a i n e d )
S p e c i a l  E d u c a t io n  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n
(F o r  b o t h  s e l f - c o n t a i n e d  i  r e s o u r c e )  
M ild  MR 
M o d e ra te  MR 
S e v e r e  MR 
Slow  L e a r n e r  
L e a r n in g  D i s a b le d  
E m o t io n a l ly  D i s t u r b e d  
M u l t i p a l l y  H a n d ic a p p e d  
Gi f t e d / T a l e n t e d  





S iz e  o f  c h i l d ' s  hem e c o u u u n i ty
R u r a l  ( ) S m a l l  to w n  u n d e r  1 0 ,0 0 0  ( ) 
S m a l l  C i ty  1 0 ,0 0 0 - 1 0 0 ,0 0 0  ( ) L a rg e  c i t y
T e a m - A d m in is te r e d  A cad em ic  A c h ie v e m e n t T e s t
Name o f  T e s t  ________________________________________
S u b t e s t S c a l e d  S c o r e D e c i l e / P e r c e n t  l i e
Team J u d g m e n t :  A cad e m ic  A c h ie v e m e n t
B elow  g r a d e  l e v e l  A v e ra g e  Above g r a d e  l e v e l
Reading
A r i t h m e t i c
O th e r










A l l  S u b j e c t s  ( ) ( ) ( )
How c o n f i d e n t  a r e  y o u  c h a t  t h e  a b o v e  re o o m s e n -  
d a c i o n s  a r e  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  t h i s  c h i l d ?
5______________________ 3____________________________1
v e r y  M o d e r a te ly  N o t a t  a l l
I f  y o u r  r a t i n g  i s  l e s s  th a n  5 ,  why?
S u i t a b l e  p ro g r a m s  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  ( )
N eed  m ore i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  c h i l d  ( )
Q u e s t io n  v a l i d i t y  o f  d a t a  ( )
( s p e c i f y )
  ( 1
M ig h t f i t  m ore t h a n  o n e  g ro u p  ( )
O th e r  ( s p e c i f y )  ( )
Team J u d g m e n t :  E m o t io n a l  A d ju s tm e n t
?_______________ 5________________I ______________1___________
E x c e l l e n t  N orm al D i s t u r b e d  S e v e r e l y  D i s tu r b e d
B a s i s  f o r  a b o v e  ju d g m e n t
T e s t  D a ta  I ) ( s p e c i f y )  ________________________
B e h a v io r  O b s e r v a t i o n  ( ) 
T e s t  ( ) C la s s ro o m  ( )
Team  J u d g m e n t :  T e s t  B e h a v io r
I n t e r e s t e d ,  c o o p e r a t i v e ,  o u tg o in g  ( >
P a s s i v e ,  r e s i s t a n t  i ;
H y p e r a c t i v e ,  d i s t r a c t  a b l e  :
S h y , f r i g h t e n e d ,  u n c o m m u n ic a t iv e  ( i
O c h e r  ( s p e c i f y )  ( ;
( : C heck  h e r e  i f  y o u  h a v e  i n c l u d e d  o t h e r  i n f o r m a t i o n  i m p o r t a n t  t o  y o u r  d e c i s i o n s  a b o u t  t m s  
c h i l d  w h ic h  i s  n o t  c o v e r e d  by  t h i s  d a t a  s h e e t ,  t h e  r e f e r r a l  f o r m s ,  t h e  W ISC-R an d  3CMPA. 
P l e a s e  c o p y  s u c h  i n f o r m a t i o n  and  a t t a c h  i t .  o r  w r i t e  i t  an  th e  b a c k  o f  t h i s  fo rm . I n c lu d e  
s u c h  d a t a  a s  a d d i t i o n a l  t e s t  s c o r e s  and  i n f o r m a t i o n  fro m  p a r e n t s ,  t e a c h e r s ,  an d  m e d ic a l  
p e r s o n n e l .
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Appendix H 
F i l e  Data Sheet
FILE DATA SHEET
S p e c ia l  E d u c a tio n  A ssessm ent
IDifC?
S e x : 1 Male 3 Fem ale ______




S c a le d  S c o re s  
?C
T e s td a te  _________
y r  mo dy
E th n ic  Op S V H 
O th e r ( s p e c i f y :
Sim ______ ?A _ _ _ _
A r i th  3D
3 i r t h d a t e  _________
y r  ao dy S o c io c u l tu r a l  S c o re s  ( ra v )
7oc CA Fam ily  S in e
Damp Cod F am ily  S t r u c tu r e
(US) {Man) SES
T ot V p FS U rban A c c u l tu r a t io n
: q v ___ p FS _ Language u se d  in  l a t e r -
11? 7 e FS v ie v  ( i f  n o t E n g lis h !
V in e la n d S5 B e n d er■ *  e r r o r s !
S p e c ia l  E d u c a tio n  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n
No E x c e p t io n a l i ty  _______________
■ 'i l l  MR_________________ _______________
M oderate  MR _______________
S e v e re  MR _______________
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Conversion o f  L o u is ian a  S p ec ia l  Education C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
G u id e l in e s  t o  Computer Programs fo r  th e  G u ide line  
Model and the IQ Model 
Prepared by W. J. Hansche, Ph .D ., Department o f  Psychology
Tulane U n iv e r s i ty
Relevant Quotes from the  Pupil A ppra isa l Handbook 
B u l l e t i n  1508, R evision  o f  May 24, 1979 
(Emphasis in  Quotes Added)
M entally  Retarded
The measured i n t e l l i g e n c e  o f  a mild m e n ta l ly  r e ta rd e d  s tu d e n t  
f a l l s  between two and t h r e e  j>D below th e  mean, and th e  a sse sse d  
ad a p t iv e  b eh av io r  f a l l s  . . . w ith in  the same d e v ia t io n s  a s  th e  
i n t e l l e c t u a l  fu n c t io n in g  (p .  8 ) .
The measured i n t e l l i g e n c e  o f  a moderate m e n ta l ly  r e ta rd e d  
s tu d e n t  g e n e r a l ly  f a l l s  between th r e e  and four SD below th e  mean 
and the  a sse sse d  a d a p t iv e  b eh av io r  f a l l s  . . . w i th in  the  same 
d e v i a t io n s  a s  th e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  fu n c t io n in g "  ( p .  49 ) .
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When the adaptive behavior i s  above the measured in t e l l e c ­
tual functioning, the student mu3t be assigned to the higher 
sub-category (p . 50).
T es t to  be used : "A s ta n d a rd iz e d  n o n d isc r im in a to ry  in d iv id u a l
assessm en t o f  i n t e l l e c t u a l  fu n c t io n in g  conducted in d iv id u a l ly "  (p .  
5 1 ) .
Learning D isabled
(1) Determine a p re s e n t  l e v e l  o f  i n t e l l e c t u a l  fu n c t io n in g  
(E stim ated  Learning P o t e n t i a l  (ELP) from SOMPA o r  o th e r  non­
d is c r im in a to r y  e s t im a te  o f  i n t e l l e c t u a l  f u n c t i o n in g ) .
(2 )  Determine the  s tan d a rd  sco re  which e q u a ls  th e  i n t e l l e c ­
t u a l  fu n c t io n in g  sco re .
(3 )  Determine the  expected  achievem ent raw s c o re  in  each 
academic a re a  co rresp o n d in g  to  the  s tan d a rd  s c o re .
(4 )  Convert t h i s  s c o re  to  a g rade  e q u iv a le n t .  This con­
v e r te d  g rade  e q u iv a le n t  i s  th e  c h i l d ' s  expected  l e v e l  o f  academic 
f u n c t io n in g .
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(5) Using expected  le v e l  o f  academic fu n c t io n in g  f in d  the  
raw s c o r e ,  expec ted  mean, and f o r  each academic s k i l l  a rea  
( p . m .
The s t u d e n t ' s  a c tu a l  earned raw s c o re  must be one o r  more 
s tan d a rd  d e v i a t io n s  below th e  mean fo r  th e  expected  l e v e l  o f  
academic fu n c t io n in g  in  one to  th r e e  s k i l l  a r e a s  . . . f o r  s tu ­
d e n ts  in  th e  t h i r d  g rad e  o r  n ine  y ea rs  o f  age o r  l e s s .
For s tu d e n ts  in  the  fo u r th  g rade o r  10 y e a r s  o f  age and 
above one and o n e -h a l f  J3D a s  d e r iv e d  above w i l l  be used ( p .  42).
"An ELP s c o re  o f  g r e a t e r  than two and o n e - h a l f  C2.5) S tandard  
E rro r  o f  Measurements above the  f u l l  s c a le  I.Q . c o n s t i t u t e s  so c io ­
c u l t u r a l  d isad v an tag e"  and i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  n o t  e l i g i b l e  f o r  LD c l a s s i ­
f i c a t i o n  (p .  45).
Slow Learner
I n d iv i d u a l l y  a s se s se d  i n t e l l e c t u a l  p o t e n t i a l  which i s  one and 
o n e -h a l f  o f  ( s i c )  two s tan d ard  d e v ia t io n s  below th e  mean o f  an 
in s tru m e n t  which i s  unbiased  fo r  economic, c u l t u r a l ,  and e th n ic  
v a r i a b l e s .  (1) Achievement measured by a s ta n d a rd iz e d  
norm -referenced  t e s t  which i s  one and o n e - h a l f  o f  ( s i c )  two 
s tan d a rd  d e v ia t io n s  below th e  mean f o r  c h ro n o lo g ic a l  age .
(2) Achievement must be w ith in  t h i s  range  o r  lower in a l l  o f  th e  
b as ic  s k i l l  a r e a s  ( p .  67 ) .
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Logica l  A na lys is
M entally  Retarded
The above s ta te m e n ts  a r e  rep h rased  below in  l o g i c a l  a n a l y s i s :
1. A c h i ld  i s  mild MR i_f bo th  ELP and a d a p t iv e  b ehav io r  s tandard
sc o re s  a re  between 55 and 70, o r  i_f a d a p t iv e  b e h av io r  i s  between 55
and 70, and ELP i s  l e s s  than  55, then  th e  c h i ld  i s  m ild  MR.
2. A c h i ld  i s  moderate MR i_f and only  i f  bo th  ELP and a d a p t iv e  
behav io r  a re  between 40 and 54.
Learning P isab led
F i r s t :  I f  (ELP -  IQ) i s  g r e a t e r  than 9, then  th e  c h i ld  i s  n o t  LD
(B u l le t in  1508 " s o c i o - c u l t u r a l  h a n d ic a p " ) .  Then:
1. The ELP i s  a s tan d a rd  sco re  (mean = 100, j>D = 15). There a re  
s e v e ra l  ways o f  c a l c u l a t i n g  expected fu n c t io n in g  l e v e l s .  The gu ide­
l i n e s  seem to  i n f e r  o r  assume t h a t  th e  ELP should  be th e  b a s i s ,  so :
2. The most s im ple assum ption i s  to  ex p ec t  academic fu n c t io n in g
le v e l  to  be equal to  the  ELP. Achievement s c o re s  a r e  reco rded  as
s ta n d a rd  s c o re s  a l s o  (mean = 100, J5D = 15),  s o ,  we can bypass g rade
l e v e l s  and compare s tan d ard  s c o re s :
I f  age i s  l e s s  than  10 and (ELP -  Ach) i_s equa l to  o r  g r e a t e r  
than 15 on a t  l e a s t  one achievem ent t e s t ,  then  c h i ld  i s  LD.
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I f  age i s  equa l to  o r  g r e a t e r  than  10 and (ELP -  Ach) iji equa l to  
o r  g r e a t e r  than  22, on a t  l e a s t  one t e s t , then  th e  c h i ld  i s  LD,
Note t h a t  th e  g u id e l in e s  t r e a t  LD c h i ld r e n  a s  u n d e ra c h ie v e rs ;  
th e y  a r e  compared to  t h e i r  own expected l e v e l s .
Slow Learner
1. _If ELP i s  l e s s  than  79 and no achievem ent t e s t  i s  g r e a t e r
than  78, then  c h i ld  i s  SL. Cases w ith  ELP's below 70, b u t  a d a p t iv e
behav io r  g r e a t e r  than  70, w i l l  f a l l  in to  t h i s  c a te g o ry .
Note t h a t  SL c h i ld r e n  a re  compared to  n a t io n a l  norms, n o t  them­






















THIS PROGRAM WAS WRITTEN TO SIMULATE THE CLASSIFICA­
TION PROCESS OF SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS AND MULTIDISCIPLINARY 
TEAMS. THE BASIS OF THE CLASSIFICATION MODEL WAS DERIVED 
FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA'S 'PUPIL APPRAISAL HANDBOOK -  
BULLETIN 1508' REVISION OF MAY, 1979. THE PROGRAM READS A 
DATA FILE WHICH CONTAINS CHILDREN'S EVALUATION RECORDS, 
AGE, RACE, IQ, ELP, ABIC, VINELAND, AND THREE ACHIEVEMENT 
STANDARD SCORES, READING, SPELLING, AND ARITHMETIC. THE 
PROGRAM EVALUATES EACH RECORD FOLLOWING BULLETIN 1508 
LOGIC, AND CLASSIFIES EACH CHILD AS 1) NO PROBLEM, 2) MILD 
MR, 3) MODERATE MR, 5) SLOW LEARNER,OR 6) LEARNING DIS­
ABLED. THE PROGRAM CLASSIFICATION, THE ORIGINAL CLASSI­
FICATION, AND THE CHILD'S RECORD ARE ThEN WRITTEN TO AN 
OUTPUT FILE.
PROGRAM WRITTEN BY JAY HANSCHE, PSYCHOLOGY DEPART­
MENT, TULANE UNIVERSITY, ON DECSYSTEM 2060, IN BASIC- 
PLUS-2, MAY, 1982.
00290 OPEN ' JFS. DAT' AS #1 ISPSS-CREATED DATA FILE
00300 OPEN 'JFS.OUT' AS #5 !OUTPUT FILE
00310 DIM DUM(1 0 ) ,KGP(7)
00320 MAT KGP=ZER UNITIALIZE COUNT MATRIX,
00330 LINPUT #1, A$ !GET A RECORD FROM FILE
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00340 FOR 1=11 TO 110 STEP 10
00350 K=INT(1/1 0) [EXTRACT DATA VALUES FROM RECORD.
00360 DUM(K)=VAL(SEG$(A$,I,1+9))
00370 NEXT I










00480 PGP=1 [PREDICTED GROUP. A a  START WITH 1 (= NSC) .
00490 IF IQ=0 THEN 520
00500 IF RDSST=0 AND ARSST=0 AND SPSST=0 THEN 520 
00510 IF ELPOO THEN 540
00520 KGP(GP)=KGP(GP)+1 [COUNT CASES WITH MISSING VALUES BY GROUP. 
00530 GO TO 870 [GET NEXT RECORD.
00540 IF ELP<71 THEN 740 !G0 TO MR CHECK.
00550 IF ELPXIQ+9) THEN 650 I SOCIO-CULT URAL HANDICAP (CAN'T BE LD).
GO TO SL CHECK.
00560 REM ** LD CHECK HERE.
00570 TST=ELP-15 ITST IS EXPECTED LEVEL.
00580 IF AGE>=10 THEN TST=ELP-22 [OLDER KIDS HAVE LOWER LEVELS.
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00590 KST=0 ICOUNT NUMBER OF LOW SCORES (OUT OF THREE).
00600 IF RDSST>0 AND RDSST<=TST THEN KST=KST+1 !IS SCORE TOO LOW? 
00610 IF SPSST>0 AND SPSST<=TST THEN KST=KST+1 1IF SO,
00620 IF ARSST>0 AND ARSST<=TST THEN KST=KST+1 ICOUNT IT.
00630 IF KST>=1 THEN PGP=6 IIF 1 BELOW EXPECTED, THEN LD CODE (=6). 
00640 IF PGP>1.1 THEN 870 IIF LD, THEN OUTPUT AND GET NEXT RECORD. 
00650 REM ** SL CHECK HERE.
00660 TST=78 11.5 SD BELOW NAT'L NORM FOR SL.
00670 IF ELPXTST THEN 870 IELP MUST BE BELOW 79 FOR SL.
00680 KST=0 ISET COUNTER TO ZERO.
00690 IF RDSST>0 AND RDSST<=TST THEN KST=KST+1 IIF SCORE <79, COUNT 
IT.
00700 IF ARSST>0 AND ARSST<=TST THEN KST=KST+1 
00710 IF SPSST>0 AND SPSST<=TST THEN KST=KST+1 
00720 IF KST=3 THEN PGP=5 I ALL OF ABOVE FOR SL.
00730 GO TO 870 IGO TO OUTPUT.
00740 REM ** MR CHECK HERE.
00750 FL=0 IFLAG TO CARRY ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR SCORE LEVEL.
00760 IF ABIC>0 THEN ABIC=ABIC+50 ICONVERT ABIC TO VINELAND METRIC 
(MEAN=1 00).
00770 ADBHV=0 IADBHV IS EITHER ABIC OR VINELAND.
00780 IF VNLN>0 THEN ADBHV=VNLN
00790 IF ABIOO THEN ADBHV=ABIC
00800 IF ADBHV>0 AND ADBHV<=70 THEN FL=1 11 = 2 SD BELOW.
00810 IF ADBHV>0 AND ADBHV<56 THEN FL=2 12 = 3 SD BELOW.
00820 IF ELP>55 AND FL>0 THEN PGP=2 ITHEN MILD MR (CODE = 2 ) .
00830 IF ELP>55 AND FL=0 THEN 570 !NO LOW ADBHV. CHECK FOR SL.
00840 IF ELP<=55 AND FL=2 THEN PGP=3 !THEN MODERATE MR (CODE = 3 ) .
00850 IF ELP<=55 AND FL=1 THEN PGP=2 !THEN MILD MR.
00860 IF ELP<=55 AND FL=0 THEN 570 !N0 LOW ADBHV. CHECK FOR SL.
00870 PRINT #5, USING »#####",GP; IPRINT ASSIGNED GROUP IN FILE
00880 PRINT #5, USING " M W , P G P ;  IPRINT PROGRAM-GENERATED GROUP
00890 FOR 1=1 TO 10
00900 PRINT # 5 ,USING "M //M " ,DUM(I); IPRINT WHOLE RECORD.
00910 NEXT I
00920 PRINT #5 !G0 TO NEXT LINE IN FILE.
00930 IFMORE #1 THEN 330 IGET NEXT RECORD, IF ANY.
00940 CLOSE #1,#5
00950 PRINT "NUMBER OF S'S WITH MISSING DATA, PER GROUP =";
00960 PRINT I;KG P(I); FOR 1=1 TO 7
00970 PRINT "OUTPUT IN 'JFS.OUT'."
00980 STOP
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D e s c r ip t io n  o f  Frog ran Execution
1. Qpen the  d a ta  and o u tpu t f i l e s  ( l i n e s  290-300).
2. Get a reco rd  from the  d a ta  f i l e  (3 3 0 ) .
3. E x t ra c t  th e  d a ta  v a lu e s  from the reco rd  ( l i n e s  340-480).
4. S e t  p re d ic te d  group c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  to  1, a l l  cases  s t a r t  as  
no s p e c ia l  c l a s s  (480 ) .
5. Check f o r  m iss ing  IQ, ELP, and absence o f  a l l  t h r e e  ach ieve­
ment s c o r e s .  I f  e i t h e r  IQ, ELP, o r  the  s e t  o f  t h r e e  achievement 
s c o re s  i s  m is s in g ,  a s s ig n  the  m iss ing  case to  i t s  o r i g i n a l  group and 
g e t  a new ca se  ( l i n e s  490-530). (T h is  program can be converted  to  use 
IQ in s te a d  o f  ELP by th e  a d d i t io n  o f  one l i n e :  "445 ELP = IQ " . )
6. At l i n e  540, i f  ELP i s  l e s s  than  71, t r a n s f e r  to  MR check
r o u t i n e .
7. Line 550, i f  ELP i s  g r e a t e r  than 9 p o in t s  l a r g e r  than IQ,
case  c a n ’ t  be LD. The case  c a n ' t  be MR due to  the p rev ious  s ta te m e n t ,
so t r a n s f e r  ex ec u tio n  to  th e  SL check r o u t i n e .
8. Line 560 i s  beg inn ing  o f  LD check r o u t i n e .  TST (expected 
achievem ent) i s  s e t  to  15 l e s s  th a n  ELP f o r  e a se s  l e s s  than  10 y e a r s  
o ld ,  22 l e s s  f o r  c a se s  10 o r  o l d e r .  Then count th e  number o f  
achievem ent t e s t s  w ith  s c o re s  l e s s  than  expected  (600 -620 ) .  I f  t h e r e  
i s  a t  l e a s t  one, th e  case  i s  coded as LD (code = 6 ) .  I f  th e  case  i s
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coded 6 , th en  w r i te  the  case  to  the  o u tp u t  f i l e  and g e t  th e  n ex t r e ­
c o rd .  I f  th e  case  i s  n o t  LD, then  check f o r  SL.
9. SL check r o u t i n e  s t a r t s  a t  l i n e  650, The expected  v a lue  fo r  
achievem ent here  i s  78 (1 .5  £>D below th e  norm mean). A coun t i s  made 
fo r  the nunber o f  achievem ent t e s t s  below 78. I f  and only  i f  th e  case  
i s  below 78 on a l l  th r e e  t e s t s  and ELP, i t  i s  c la s se d  as  SL (code =
5 ) .  At t h i s  p o in t  the  case i s  n o t  MR, n o t  LD, and may be coded 5, o r
i f  n o t ,  i t  has th e  o r i g i n a l  v a lue  o f  1. Execution t r a n s f e r s  t o  p r i n t
th e  case  to  th e  o u tp u t  f i l e  and g e t  the  n ex t  c a se .
10. Ihe  MR check  r o u t i n e  s t a r t s  a t  l i n e  7^0. A f l a g  (FL) i s  
c r e a te d  and s e t  to  z e ro .  Ihe f la g  w i l l  be used to  s t o r e  an a d a p t iv e  
b e h av io r  code.
I f  t h e r e  i s  a v a l id  (nonzero) ABIC s c o r e ,  50 i s  added to  i t  ( l i n e  
7 6 0 ) .  This c o n v e r t s  ABIC s c o re s  to  th e  Vineland m e t r i c ,  mean o f  100,
SD o f  15. I f  e i t h e r  the  Vineland or ABIC s c o re s  e x i s t  (> 0 ) ,  a new
v a r i a b l e  ADBHV, i s  a s s ig n ed  t h a t  v a lue  (780 -790 ) .  I f  th e  new v a r i ­
a b l e ,  ADBHV, h as  a value  l e s s  than  70 th e  f l a g  i s  s e t  to  1. I f  ADBHV 
i s  l e s s  than  56 the  f la g  i s  s e t  to  2 (800-810).
Then ( l i n e  820) i f  ELP i s  g r e a t e r  than  55 ( i t  had to  be l e s s  than
70 to  g e t  here) , and the  f la g  i s  no t  0, th e  case  i s  coded 2 f o r  mild
MR. I f  th e  ELP i s  g r e a t e r  than  55 and the  f la g  e q u a ls  0, ex ec u t io n
t r a n s f e r s  to  the  SL check r o u t i n e  ( l i n e  6 50 ) .  I f  th e  ELP i s  l e s s  than  
55 and the  f la g  i s  2, th e  case  i s  coded 3 f o r  moderate MR. I f  th e  ELP
i s  l e s s  than  55 and the  f l a g  i s  1, th e  case  i s  coded 2, m ild  MR. I f
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th e  ELP i s  l e s s  than  55 and the  f la g  i s  0, e x e c u tio n  t r a n s f e r s  t o  the
SL check r o u t i n e .  I f  th e  code a t  t h i s  p o in t  i s  2 o r  3, th e  case  i s
o u tp u t  and the  n e x t  case  r e t r i e v e d  from the d a ta  f i l e .
Execution  c o n t in u e s  u n t i l  the  end o f  th e  f i l e  i s  enco u n te red .
The f i l e s  a r e  then  c lo s e d ,  and ex ec u tio n  te rm in a te s  a f t e r  a te rm in a l  
p r i n t o u t  o f  m iss ing  c a se s  by o r i g i n a l  g ro u p s .  The o u tp u t  f i l e  con­
t a i n s  th e  d a ta  reco rd  fo r  each case  p lu s  i t s  o r i g i n a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
and the  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  g en e ra ted  by t h i s  program.
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Appendix J
A d d it io n a l  t a b l e s  f o r  T o ta l Sample D isc r im inan t A na lys is
Table 1
F R a t io s  fo r  D isc r im in a t in g  V a r ia b le s
V a r ia b le s F P
A daptive  Behavior 104.7 0.0000
H ighest IQ 94.6 0.0000
H ighest Achievement 42.7 0.0000
Achievement Range 2 .5 0.0385
ELP-IQ D if fe re n c e 3 .4 0.0099
E thn ic  Group 13.6 0.0000
Sex 4 .5 0.0014
Note, d f  = 4 ,469 .
Appendix J
Table 2
Canonical D iscrim inan t F unctions  o f  Total Sample D iscrim inan t A nalysis
Percen t o f Cumulative Canonical : A fter Chi-
Function Eigenvalue Variance Percent C o rre la t io n : Function Wilks' Lambda squared d f P
0 0.26 627. 17 28 0.00
1 1.51 76.44 76.44 0.78 1 0. 66 196.61 18 0.00
2 0.26 13.49 89.93 0.46 2 0.83 86.02 10 0.00
3 0.18 9.32 99.25 0.39 3 0. 98 6.86 4 0.14




S tan d a rd ized  D isc r im in an t F unction  C o e f f i c i e n t s  
fo r  the  T o ta l Sample
F unc tions
V ar iab le s I I I I I I IV
Sex 0,00424 -0.23337 -0.02782 -0 .11078
E thn ic  Group 0.12140 0. 62018 -0 .24000 0.91491
H ighes t IQ 0.58874 0.69288 0.10313 -0.46390
ELP-IQ 0. 16178 0. 43840 -0.23121 0.83897
Ad a p t iv e  
Behavior
-0 .69247 0.46032 0.50579 -0.02034
Highest
Achievement
0.21337 -0 .70736 0.86393 0.49762
Achievement
Range
-0 .01880 0.36865 -0 .  16411 -0.38761
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Appendix J
T ab le  4
Rotated S tandard ized  D isc r im in an t Function  C o e f f i c i e n t s  
f o r  Seven V ar iab le s  Im portan t to  C l in ic a l  
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e  T o ta l Sample
F a c to rs
V a r ia b le s  I
A daptive  0.97347 0.
Behavior
H ighest IQ -0.02895 1_.




Ethn ic  Group 0.06079 0.
ELP-IQ -0 .04735 -0 .
Sex -0 .12500  -0 .
% V ariance 44.26 34.
I I  I I I  IV
00084 -0.00081 0.00193
01126 -0 .16757 0.03125
30067 1.20077 -0.07403
34024 -0 .41653 -0.10975
00766 -0 .06310  1.13415
04582 -0.00071 0.98557
10191 0.02953 -0.20161
23 15.39 6 .12
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Appendix K
A d d i t io n a l  Tables  fo r  G u ide l ine  Model D isc r im in an t  A na lys is
Table 1
S i g n i f i c a n t  V a r ia b le s  in  G u id e l in e  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Groups
NSC LD SL MIMR T otal
N 275 51 18 18 362
% 76 14 5 5 100
V a r ia b le s F P
IQ (FS) M1 81.81 92. 82 60.94 54.00 80.94 72.97 0.00
ELP M 92.73 96.65 69.28 61. 94 90.58 58. 12 0 .00
ELP-IQ M 10.92 3.82 8.33 7.94 9.64 12.89 0 .00
Reading M 80.10 75.55 66.56 69.28 78.24 7.81 0.00
A ri th m e tic  M 85.18 83. 16 65.56 67.50 83.03 23.72 0.00
S p e l l in g  M 81.11 80. 14 65.00 69.28 79.58 9. 11 0.00
A daptive  Behavior
(.% in  Retarded 4 4 17 100 9 125.70 0.00
Range)
Sex 35 16 39 28 32 2.67 0.05
{% Female)
E thn ic  Group 67 28 67 94 63 11.77 0.00
(% Black)
Age (Years) 9.31 8.92 10.06 9. 11 9 .28 2.72 0.04
Appendix K
Table 2
Canonical D iscrim inan t Functions  fo r  G uideline Model C la s s i f i c a t i o n
Percen t o f Cumulative Canonical : A fter Chi-
Function Eigenvalue Variance Percen t C o rre la t io n : Function Wilks' Lambda squared d f P
0 0.256 478.25 27 0.00
1 1.378 70.99 70.99 0.76 1 0.615 172.02 16 0.00
2 0.407 20.97 91.96 0.54 2 0.865 51.26 7 0.00




S tan d a rd ized  D isc r im inan t Function  C o e f f i c i e n t s  
G u id e l in e  Model C l a s s i f i c a t i o n
V ar iab le I
F unc tions
I I I I I
’— ■ ' •
Age 0.00178 0.29125 -0 .10714
E thn ic  Group 0. 06194 -0.14832 -0.25815
IQ 0. 54604 -0.77545 0.46949
Reading -0 .24958 0.55216 0.03817
S p e l l in g 0.20888 0.08596 0.27320
A rith m e tic -0 .03926 0.42387 0.44955
Sex 0.08748 0.13994 0.02330
A daptive  Behavior 0.78876 0.29495 -0.50977




R otated  S tandard ized  D iscr im inan t Function  C o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  Nine 
V a r ia b le s  Im portan t to  G u ide line  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n
V ar iab le s I
F a c to rs
n I I I
A daptive Behavior 0.98437 - 0.00321 0.00290
IQ -0.03437 1.05653 - 0 .04963
Reading Achievement -0.05694 -0.50342 0.33459
Age 0 .14303 -0.25042 0.11465
ELP-IQ D if fe re n c e 0.15770 -0 .15278 0.68021
A rith m etic  Achievement -0 .13936 -0 .10828 0.59342
S p e l l in g  Achievement 0. 05135 0. 18202 0.29982
E thn ic  Group 0.13974 0. 01804 -0 .26949
Sex 0.09946 -0.03789 0.12827
% V ariance 49.70 33.54 16. 76
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Appendix L
A d d i t io n a l  Tables  fo r  IQ Model D isc r im in an t A na lys is
Table 1
S i g n i f i c a n t  V a r ia b le s  in  IQ Model C la s s i f i c a t i o n  
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Groups
NSC LD SL MIMR MOMR Total
N 199 82 54 25 1 361
% 55 23 15 7 0 100
V a r ia b le s F P
IQ (FS) M 82.32 92.79 69. 44 56.96 54.00 80.94 78.5 0.00
ELP M 90.96 103. 12 81.50 66.44 78.00 90.58 60 .3 0.00
ELP-IQ M 8.65 10.33 12.06 9.48 24.00 9.64 3 .0 0.02
Re ad ing M 84.98 72.77 67.39 66.48 67.00 78.24 30.1 0.00
A rith m etic M 88. 12 84.73 69. 61 66.52 68.00 83.03 44.2 0.00
S p e l l in g M 85.90 75.34 67.76 69.28 64. 00 79.58 25 .2 0.00
A daptive Behavior
(% in  Retarded 2 1 5 100 100 9 265. 1 0.00
Range)
Sex (.% Female) 38 20 31 28 100 32 2 .8 0.02
E thn ic  Group 55 56 85 96 100 63 8.0 0.00
(% Black)




IQ Model C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  Rotated S tandard ized  D iscr im inan t
Function  C o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  Ten V ar iab le s
F a c to rs
V ar iab le s I I I I I I IX
A daptive 0.99516 0.00021 0.00003 0.00017
Behavior
IQ -0.00082 -1.12821 -0 .01013 -0.04280
Reading 0.06012 0.55950 0.30201 0.28607
Age 0.06941 0. 40082 0.09880 -0.06427
A rith m etic -0 .03433 0.07799 0.61149 0.19525
S p e l l in g 0.00604 0.23768 0.26677 -0 .06739
ELP-IQ -0.02007 -0.10647 -0.22666 0. 94956
Sex 0.01519 0.00802 0.01436 0.56339
E thn ic  Group 0.00125 -0 .00979 0.00139 0.54990
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Appendix M
A d d it io n a l  Tables f o r  C l in ic a l  Comparison Sample 
D isc r im in an t A n a ly s is  
Table 1
Means o f  S i g n i f i c a n t  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  V ar iab le s  
in  th e  C l in ic a l  Comparison Sample
NSC LD SL MIMR MOMR T ota l
N 112 152 66 24 7 361
% 31 42 68 7 2 100
V a r ia b le s F £
IQ 86.97 86.18 70.36 58.25 48.00 80.94 85. 10 0.00
ELP-IQ 7. ^1 10.65 10.53 9.92 14.00 9.64 3.61 0.00
Reading 88.88 76. 23 70.84 65.54 65. 14 78.24 31. 11 0. 00
S p e l l in g 89.77 77.64 73.62 66.83 58.43 79.58 28. 07 0.00
A rith m e tic 90.05 84.02 77. 21 67.00 59.14 83.03 32.99 0.00
ELP 94. 38 96.83 80.89 68.17 62.00 90.58 58.55 0.00
A dapt. Behav. 2 3 6 75 86 9 94.05 0. 00
% in Retarded
Range
E thn ic  Group 54 53 85 100 72 63 10.06 0.00
(% Black)
Sex (% Female) 32 25 47 38 28 32 2 .68 0.03




R ota ted  S tan d a rd ized  D isc r im in an t  F unc tion  C o e f f ic ie n t s  
f o r  Ten V a r ia b le s  in  th e  Comparison Sample
F a c to rs
V ar iab le s I I I I I I IV
A daptive  Behavior 0.99648 -0 .00323 -0.00099 -0 .00329
IQ 0.07091 1.01472 -.05612 0.02647
Re ad ing -0 .07149 -0.37283 0.82175 0.24833
E th n ic  Group -0 .03486 -0.02242 0.10319 0.95827
ELP-IQ 0.01795 0.09499 0. 08122 0.78756
Age -0 .02444 0.01713 -0.01711 -0.50965
S p e l l in g 0.14263 0. 15537 0.19512 -0.45664
A rith m etic 0.07171 0.02794 0.1143 -0.25734
Sex 0.09166 -0 .08220 -0.05171 -0.20384




C l in ic a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Accuracy f o r  th e  Comparison Sample 
C l in ic a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Compared to  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  by 
C l in ic i a n  S im u la tion  Model
C l in ic a l
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n
Group Membership P red ic ted  by 
C l in ic ia n  S im u la tion  Model
Group N NSC LD SL MIMR M0MR
NSC 112 N 67 39 5 1 0
% 59. 8% 34.8% 4.5% 0.9% 0.0%
LD 152 N 22 116 13 1 0
% 14. 4% 76.3% 8.6% 0.7% 0.0%
SL 66 N 6 18 37 5 0
% 9. 1 % 27.3% 56.1% 7.6% 0.0%
MIMR 24 N 0 0 5 17 2
% 0. 0% 0.0% 20.8% 70.8% 8.3%
MOM R 7 N 0 0 0 1 6
% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 14.3% 85.7%
T o ta l 361 95 173 60 25 8
N ote . O vera ll  agreem ent: 67.31% •
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Appendix N 
A d d it io n a l  T ab les  f o r  V olunteer Sample 
D isc r im in an t  A n a ly s is  
Table 1
Varimax R o ta tio n  o f  D isc r im in an t Function  C o e f f ic ie n t s :  
F a c to r s  in  V olunteer C l a s s i f i c a t i o n
F a c to rs
V a r ia b le s  I  I I  I I I  IV
A daptive  0.98433 -0.00121 -0.00721 0.01137 0.
Behavior
H ighest IQ -0 .08019  1.06651 -0 .13592 0.14970 -0.
T es t Behavior -0 .18458  -0.23463 0.08615 0.09325 0.
Shy
H ighest -0 .14467  -0.33201 0.98945 -0 .29245 -0.
Achievement
Achievement 0.09543 0, 35462 -0 .42044 -0 .  14583 0.
Range
Test Behavior -0 .21005  -0 .26154 0.36176 0.13093 0.
I n t e r e s t e d
Emotional 0.09141 0.04964 -0 .02898 0.92739 0.
Adjustment
Confidence 0.22399 0.03004 -0 .29004 -0 .31445 0.
R ating













T e s t  Behavior 
P as s iv e  
Test Behavior 































C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Accuracy o f  th e  V olunteer Sample 
C l in ic a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Compared to  Group Membership 
P red ic ted  by C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Function  C o e f f ic ie n t s
C l in ic a l
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n P red ic ted  Group Membership
Groups N NSC LD ED SL MIMR
NSC 62 N 25 28 3 5 1
% 40. 3% 45-2% 4.8% 8. 1% 1.6%
LD 113 N 14 87 1 9 2
% 12.4% 77.0% 0.0% 8.0% 1.8%
ED 9 N 1 0 7 1 0
% 11. 1% 0.0% 77.8% 11. 1% 0.0%
SL 38 N 0 14 2 22 0
% 0.0% 36. 8% 5.3% 57.9% 0.0%
MIMR 9 N 0 1 0 1 7
% 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 11.1% 77.8%
MOMR 6 N 0 0 0 0 0
% 0. 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
T o ta ls 237 40 130 13 38 10
















L og ica l C ons is tency  o f  V olunteer Sample C l in ic a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n
Compared to G u ide l ine Model C l a s s i f i c a t i o n
Cl i n i c a l
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n G u id e l in e C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Group
Groups N NSC LD SL MIMR MOMR
NSC 56 N_ 49 7 0 0 0
% 87.5% 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
LD 88 N 61 24 3 0 0
% 69. 3% 27.3% 3.4% 0.0% 0.0%
SL 29 N 21 1 6 1 0
% 72. 4% 3.4% 20.7% 3.4% 0.0%
MIMR 9 N 2 0 3 4 0
% 22.2% 0.0% 33.3% 44. 4% 0.0%
MOMR 6 N 0 0 2 4 0
% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0%
T o ta l 188 133 32 14 9 0
N ote . O vera ll  Agreement: 44. 15%.
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